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Foreword 


THE Hebrew story of the tower of Babel suggests to 
us that “a confusion of tongues” is an extreme penalty 
for grievous mental faults. We must bear this Hebrew 
wisdom in mind whilst we see around us the divided 
speech—the cleft palate—of modern enthusiasts for 
philosophy. Anyone who has sought to discuss his 
concepts of the universe has speedily been made numb 
or dumb by realising that so great an abyss has been 
dug between him and them that even when words are 
held in common, their meaning is not held in common. 


The desire to spread a knowledge of the philosophical 
synthesis of St. Thomas Aquinas is therefore not merely 
a desire to win men to the truth. It is also a humble 
hope that men may come to use a common philo- 
sophical speech by accepting words in the meaning of 
a philosophical master. All the sciences, even the 
lowliest, owe their gradual expansion to the standardi- 
sation of terminology. Botany, without a fixed 
botanical nomenclature, would be little more than 
“the hooting of owls.”” If Metaphysics are given this 
latter name, it is because in the supreme subject 
matter of human discussion men have shirked the 
irreducible unit of discussion, to wit, an accepted 
philosophical language. 


The present work of a French professor is a witness 
to a homeward march of the intellect of Europe. 
French clarity of logic owed more than perhaps it 
knew to the genius who was the chief glory of the 
University of Paris. Yet this razor-edge of Gallic 
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clarity, when wielded by a Descartes, and even by a 
Pascal, was not always an instrument of life. France, 
which in the sphere of the spirit, is so often our master, 
is again leading us back to classical forms of thought. 
She is thus publicly unsaying the idealistic fallacies 
which Descartes originated with his philosophical doubt. 
Professor Gilson is a trustworthy guide in the multiple 
wisdom of the Dumb Ox, whose very words are con- 
stantly used in the exposition of his ideas. He is 
happy in his translator, who gives us the scholarship 
of one of our great historic English universities. The 
partnership of Paris and Cambridge is perhaps a 
harbinger of a new dawn of sound thinking. The 
desire of this dawn has been the motive power of this 
work and its translation. 


Fr. VINCENT McNABB, O.P. 


St, Domrinic’s Priory, 
Lonpon, 


The Author’s Preface to the 


Translation 


THE present revival of interest in the name and work 
of St. Thomas Aquinas is a fact which is bound to 
impress even the most superficial observer. In fact, 
nobody thinks of denying it; but, since it disturbs 
the set habits of some, the attempt has been made to 
give it an unfavourable interpretation in order to 
escape the duty to take an interest in it. It is—so 
it has been said—a merely artificial return to an 
obsolete scholasticism, a movement, political-religious 
rather than strictly philosophical; what has not been 
alleged and invented to explain a movement of ideas 
whose depth and vitality are sufficient to disprove so 
mean an origin! Indeed, who, one may ask, gives 
proof of the greater liberty of mind, he whom the 
anxiety never to be sufficiently “modern” prevents 
from examining a problem so evidently contemporary 
as this, or he who cannot consider it as solved without 
having first examined it? After all the following 
proposition contains no absurdity such as to relieve 
us of all discussion: a philosophical system, elaborated 
in the XIIIth century by a thinker of genius, can even 
to-day teach us something. The traveller who returns 
from Paestum or Pompeii to Naples or compares 
Notre-Dame of Paris and the Madeleine is not neces- 
sarily a simpleton because he asks himself which of 
these present the more harmonious conception of art 
and of life. It will doubtless be objected that, though 
there is no definitely obsolete beauty, there yet are 
definitely obsolete ideas, and that, since the time of 
Descartes, the ideas of scholastic philosophy are 
precisely of this kind. But the criticism of scholastic 
thought is nothing but an historical and in some 
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measure contingent fact of that which constitutes the 
Cartesian reform; and the Cartesian spirit, surviving the 
particular circumstances of its birth, is the right of free 
examination which entitles us to call everything in 
question, even Cartesianism, even Kantism, and to 


2 cacts (judge philosophies by their arguments,| not by their 
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Indeed, as will be seen, Thomistic philosophy asks 
for no more, and it would require much ingenuousness 
to be surprised thereat. If Thomistic philosophy 
deserves to be studied still to-day, the reason for it 
can only be, that it presents the whole problem of 
Philosophy with a fullness which had never been 
attained to before and has never been reached since. 
The achievement of combining in one single synthesis 
the metaphysical principles of Reality, its inward 
structure, the nature of man, the principles of his 
moral and civil conduct, the solution of the problem 
of his destiny, may be found elsewhere partially 
attempted in more or less developed efforts, but no- 
where so completely realised as it is presented to us 
in the “Summa theologica’”’ for our study and ad- 
miration. This extraordinary structure of ideas, to 
which our book claims to be no more than a first guide, 
displays its directive principles and perspectives only 
by degrees; to appreciate them fully we must explore 
the building ourselves in all directions, after having 
dismissed the importunate guide with whom we had 
at first to bear as with a necessary evil. Only after 
we have mastered both the simplicity of its principles 
and the multiplicity of their consequences, and have 
seen these consequences issue from the fertility of 
the principles, we become conscious of the very life 
that animates the whole teaching, and only then 
the teaching will really have come to life again in 
us. 
Shall we nevertheless pretend to ignore the most 
widely spread prejudice and objection, so often pleaded 
as an excuse for discarding every intellectual obligation 
towards scholasticism in general and to St. Thomas in 
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particular; viz. that these systems are not philosophies 
but theologies? Thomism is indeed first and foremost 
a theology, but it will be seen that this theology 
could not have been constituted as such, unless it 
borrowed its technique from an underlying philosophy 
having its own principles. The final view of St. 
Thomas on this important point seems indeed to have 
been that man, employing nothing but his reason, 
should not only not have to deny any part of it, but 
would rather find his reason attaining to its full ex- 
pansion and complete satisfaction precisely by this 
collaboration in a work begun by theology. However 
paradoxical in its terms, this view was only the concrete 
experience of St. Thomas himself, expressed in abstract 
language, and its doctrinal statement was fraught 
with truly incalculable philosophical, moral and 
religious consequences. 

For the drama of Medieval Western thought which, 
in its issue, was to determine the road followed by the 
whole of our civilisation, seems to have consisted in 
the choice which had to be made, between Christianity 
and Greek Humanism, represented by Aristotle. It 
might perhaps not be impossible to show that this 
drama went much further back, that it was innate in 
Catholicism itself and that the crisis, which set in in 
the XIIIth century owing to the invasion of Arabic 
philosophy, only carried it to its culminating point. Of 
the two opposing tendencies within Christian thought, 
radical asceticism with its negation of nature expressed 
in the contemptus mundi, and Humanism with its 
acceptance of nature, proclaimed as early as the 2nd 
century by St. Justin—was the one to stifle the other, 
or could they be reconciled? To sacrifice Greek 
Humanism to asceticism meant a break in the intellec- 
tual and moral continuity of mankind, a break in the 
unity of our interior life by opposing religious life in 
its most passionate form to the human ideal at its 
noblest. The sacrifice of Christian asceticism to 
Greek Humanism meant the neglect of the Divine 
lesson of the Gospels, the withering of the deepest 
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springs of interior life, and ultimately a civilisation of 
empty and formal elegance, characteristic later on of 
certain aspects of the Renaissance. St. Thomas, an 
innovator when compared with the Augustinianism 
of his time, yet deeply conservative if considered 
as the heir to St. Justin, Lactantius or St. Clement 
of Alexandria, makes his choice both for Greek 
naturalism and Christian supernaturalism, fuses both 
in an indissoluble synthesis, and postulates, or rather 
guarantees, the perfect development of natural man 
and of reason in the name of the supernatural and 
of Revelation. The Renaissance was to be but 
the consequence—the achievement at certain points, 
at others a mere falling short—of this Christian 
Humanism, set up in the mid-XIIIth century. Even 
to-day it still represents, as the heir of Athens no less 
than of Bethlehem and of Rome, Western thought in its 
most complete form, determined to sacrifice nothing 
of whatever may give man more truth, more beauty, 
more love and order. This is the reason why Thomistic 
Philosophy, accepting and gathering up the whole of 
human tradition, legitimising and arranging it in order, 
deserves still to-day that we should turn to it for 
counsel; for it bears the very semblance of our highest 
ideal. 

In conclusion, we have to fulfil certain pleasant 
duties: firstly that of thanking the Rev. Fr. Elrington, 
O.P., who first initiated the idea of this translation, 
and the publisher, Mr. Heffer, for his kindness in under- 
taking to present it to the public. The text of the 
translation is based upon a copy of the original, 
Tevised, corrected, and, at some points, enlarged, 
which we had prepared for a new French edition. We 
gladly take this opportunity of thanking Mr. Edward 
Bullough for the care and accuracy bestowed upon the 
translation which reproduces most faithfully and in 
happily chosen terms, a text by no means devoid of 
difficulties. May this book, in the new form given to 
it by its translator, contribute in England, as we hope 
it does in France, to a better mutual understanding of 
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cultured minds, and to the peace fostered by such 
understanding. This is a hope, based upon the con- 
viction, which we hold, that there would be no Western 
civilisation without the powerful moral support of 
Great Britain, and that there, as in France, no fruitful 
external action is possible except as the expression 
of an inward peace between thoughtful minds. 


ETIENNE GILSON. 
MELuN, 
June, 1924, 
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF 
ST. THOMAS AQUINAS. 


Chapter I. 


THE THOMISTIC PROBLEM 


THE student of philosophy is led in the long run 
to present the great philosophical systems as so 
many attempts at compromise and as so many 
efforts, more or less happy, to harmonise divergent 
spiritual tendencies. Each such tendency, cultivated 
exclusively for itself, would be incompatible with the 
others and would result in a system, perhaps strongly 
co-ordinated, but poor in itself. A much greater 
complexity is usually to be found at the beginning of 
philosophical movements, and the philosophy of St. 
Thomas is no exception to thisrule. Like many others, 
it is born of a conflict between spiritual tendencies 
seeking a harmonious balance in the mind of one epoch 
and that of one man. This conflict is precisely the 
Thomistic Problem, and its definition is essential for 
an understanding of the system which was designed 
to secure its solution; equally essential is a general 
survey of the peculiarly complex conditions in the 
midst of which this system took shape. 


A. THE LIFE AND WorRKS OF ST. THOMAS 


St. Thomas of Aquino was born at the castle of 
Roccasecca, near Aquino, in the Province of Naples, 
early in the year 1225.1 At the age of five he entered 
as an oblate the Abbey of Montecassino. In 12309, 
when the monks had been forced to abandon the 
monastery, Thomas was sent to Naples, where he 
studied the liberal arts. His teachers are said to have 
been a certain Martin—for the Tviviwm (grammar, 
rhetoric and dialectic)—and Peter of Ireland (Petrus de 
Hibernia)*—for the Quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, 
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astronomy, music). There, in 1244, he entered the 
order of St. Dominic. In the course of that same 
year he set out to study theology at Paris, which was 
then the most important centre of studies, not only 
in France, but in the whole of Christendom. In the 
course of this journey the famous incident took place, 
when his brothers assaulted and imprisoned him in” 
anger at his decision to devote himself to the monastic 
life. After a captivity of about a year, St. Thomas 
was set free towards the autumn of 1245, and was at 
last able to proceed to Paris.? 

His first stay at this University lasted from 1245 to 
1248, and there he pursued his studies under the 
direction of Albertus Magnus, whose reputation was 
then already universal. The spell cast by the master 
upon his pupil was so strong that, when Albertus 
Magnus left Paris to establish a “studium generale” 
(i.e. a centre for theological studies for a whole province 
of the order) in Cologne, Thomas followed him and 
remained with him for another four years. It may 
be said that in about six years of intense work under 
the most famous teacher of that epoch, St. Thomas 
assimilated the whole store of material which had been 
amassed by the encyclopedic knowledge of Albertus 
Magnus,-and was to be recast in turn by Aquinas in a 
new philosophical and theological system. 

In 1252, St. Thomas returned to Paris, where he 
passed through the regular stages leading to the degree 
of Master in Theology. After having composed his 
commentaries on the Bible and the Sentences of Peter 
the Lombard, he obtained, early in 1256, the degree of 
Licentiate in Theology, and soon afterwards that of 
Master in Theology. During three consecutive years, 
from 1256 to 1259, St. Thomas taught as Dominican 
teacher in the University of Paris; he then returned to 
Italy, where he taught almost continually at the 
Pontifical Curia under the Popes Alexander IV., 
Urban IV. and Clement IV., from 1259 until 1268. In 
the autumn of this last year he was recalled to Paris 
to teach theology until Easter, 1272; during this period 
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he began the struggle, on the one hand, against Siger 
of Brabant and the Latin Averroists and, on the 
other, against certain Franciscan theologians who 
were anxious to maintain the teaching of Augustinian 
theology. Recalled from Paris, St. Thomas went 
back to Italy and resumed in November, 1272, his 
theological instruction at Naples. He left this town 
for the last time to take part in the general Council of 
Lyons, on the invitation of Pope Gregory X. In the 
course of this journey he fell ill and died, on March 7, 
1274, at the Cistercian monastery of Fossanuova, 
near Terracina. 

His works, the bulk of which is very considerable, 
especially if we remember the shortness of the author’s 
life (1225-1272), are catalogued in a writing of 13109, 
and other documents of a similar kind have, on the 
whole, confirmed this list. There is therefore no room 
for doubt about the authenticity of the great works 
which are attributed to St. Thomas by tradition. 
The question of their chronology, on the contrary, 
is still much debated. We therefore begin by giving 
a list of his principal works, grouping them 
according to their method of exposition or according 
to their subject-matter. The most probable chrono- _ 
logical order is given for the writings within each group. 


I. PHILOSOPHICAL COMMENTARIES. 


1. In Boetium de Hebdomadibus (about 1257-1258, M). 
2. In Boetium de Trinitate (unfinished, same date, M). 
3. In Dionysium de divinis nominibus (about 1261, M). 
4. On Aristotle: Physics 

5 Metaphysics 1261-1264, G. 


5 ‘a . 
; ae rece proms 26 5 
8 -—— De sensu et sensato : ss Sapa a 
9 — De memoria et reminiscenita Peers 
Io — Politics, 1272, G. 
II = Analytica postertova 
12. aad De causis, 1268, G. ne 
13 — Metereologica ate ee 
14 — Perihermenetas z 
15 — De coelo ie 
T6 — De generatione et corrupinone Mista 725eG, 


4 
IL. 


D7. 
18. 


Ig. 


33: 


34. 


THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


THEOLOGICAL, PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL 
TREATISES. 


In IV lib. Sententiarum (1254-1256, M). 

Compendium theologtae ad Reginaldum (1260-1266, M; G), 
Summa theologica. 

Prima pars, 1267-1268, M. 

Prima secundae, 1269-1270, M. 1265-1272, G. 

Secunda secundae, Behe Ml ae 

Tertia pars, 1272-1273, M; 1271-1273, G. 

Unfinished; the Supplemenium is by Reginald of Piperno. 


. Summa contra gentes, 1258-1260, M; 1259-1264, G. 
. De vationibus fidei contra Saracenos, Graecos et Aymenos, 1261— 


1268, M. 


. Contra errores Graecorum, 1263, M; G. 


De emptione et venditione, 1263, M. 

De regimine principum ad regem Cypri, 1265-1266, M. (Only 
he first Book and the second Book, up to Chapter IV. 
inclusive, are by St. Thomas.) 


III. MINOR PHILOSOPHICAL WORKS. 


. De principtis naturae, 1255, M. 

. De ente et essentia, 1256, M. 

. De occultis operationibus naturae, 1269-1272, M. 

. De aeternitate mundi contra murmurantes, 1270, M; G. 

. De unttate intellectus contyva Averroistas, G, 1269-1272; M, 


1270. 


. De substantiis separvatis (after 1260, G; 1272, M). 
. De mixtione elementorum (1273, M). 
. De motu cordis (1273, M). 


IV. QUESTIONS. 


Quaestiones quodlibetales (disputations, held twice every 
year, at Christmas and at Easter, on questions of any moe 
Quaest., 7,9, 10, 11, 8. Italy, 1263-1268, M®; 1272-1273, G 
Quaest.,1 to 6. Paris, 1269-1272, M; G 
Quaestiones disputatae (more detailed discussions of theo- 
logical and philosophical problems; generally once every 
fortnight). 
De vervitate, 1256-1259, M; G. 
De potentia, 1259-1263, M; 1256-1259, G. 
De spiritualibus creaturis, 1269, Jan.-June, M. 
De anima, 1269-1270, M. 1260-1268, 
De unione Verbi incarnati, 1268, Sept.-Nov., M. Cr 
De malo, 1263-1268, M. 
De viriutibus, 1270-1272, M; 1269-1272, G 
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We leave aside a certain number of authentic works, 
either exegetical, or philosophical, or relating to 
politics or monastic life, the contents of which are 
rarely used in expositions of the system of St. Thomas. 
A list of these may be found in the works of Mandonnet 
or Grabmann, quoted above. 


EDITIONS OF THE WORKS OF ST. THOMAS. 


I. - Sancti Thomae Aquinatis D.A. Opera omnia, Romae, 
Typis Riccardi Garroni, actually published 13 Vols. in fol.; 
1882-1918. 

Vol. 1. Commentaries on the Perihermeneias and the Analytica 

posteriora. 

2. Commentary on Physics. 

3. De coelo et mundo; De genevatione et corruptione ; 
In lib. Meteorum. 

4-12. Summa theologica. 

13. Summa contra Gentes, lib. I. and II. 

Cf. on this edition the masterly study of A. Pelzer, L’édition 
léonine de la Somme contre les Gentils, Rev. néo-scolast. de phil., 
May, 1920, p. 217-245. 

II. For the works not yet published in the above edition, 
consult: S. Thomae Aquinatis opera omnia, ed. E. Fretté and 
P. Maré, Paris, Vivés, 1872-1880, 34 Vols. in 4°. 

III. For practical purposes and as easily accessible the follow- 
ing may be mentioned: 

Summa theologica, Torino, P. Marietti, 6 vols., 1894; 11th 

ed., 1913. 

Summa contra Gentiles, ibid., 1 vol., 12th ed., 1909, and Paris, 
Lethielleux, ed. nova, w.d. 

Quaestiones disputatae et quaestiones duodecim quodlibetales, 
nova editio, 1914, 5 vols., Torino, P. Marietti. Also 
published by Lethielleux, Paris, in 3 vols. 

Opuscula selecta theologica et philosophica, Paris, Lethielleux, 
4 vols., w.d. 


BIBLIOGRAPHIES AND LEXICA. 


I. BIBLIOGRAPHIES: 

F. Ueberwegs, Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie der 
patristischen und scholastischen Zeit, toth ed. by M. Baum- 
gartner, Berlin, E. S. Mittler, 1915 (cf. for editions of St. Thomas, 
Pp. 479-482; for works on St. Thomas, the bibliographical ap- 
pendix, p. 166-178).—P. Mandonnet et J. Destrez, Bibliographie 
thomiste (Bibliothéque thomiste, vol. I., published by the Rev. 
des sciences phil. et théol.), Le Saulchoir, 1921, Indispensable 
for research. The Bibliography covers works published since 
the beginning of the XIXth cent, 
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II, Lexica: - 

L. Schiitz, Thomaslexikon ; Sammlung, Ubersetzung und 
Evklirung dey in samtlichen Werken des hl. Thomas von Aquin 
vorkommenden Kunstausdriiche und wissenschaftlichen A usspriiche, 
Paderborn, 1881; 2nd ed., 1895. 


GENERAL WORKS ON THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. 
THOMAS OF AQUINO. 

Johannes a S. Thoma, Cursus philosophiae thomisticae, 3 vols. 
in 4°, Paris, 1883.—Ch. Jourdain, La philosophie de saint Thomas 
d’ Aquin, 2 vols., Paris, 1858.—A.—D. Sertillanges, Saint Thomas 
d’ Aquin, 2 vols., Paris, 1910, Alcan (Les Grands Philosophes).— 
P. Rousselot, L’intellectualisme de saint Thomas, Paris, 1908.— 
M. Grabmann, Thomas v. Aquin. Eine Einfiihrung in seine 
Persénlichkeit und Gedankenwelt, Kempten u. Munchen, 1912. 
Italian transl. (Profili di Santi, 1920); French transl. (Bloud et 
Gay, 1921).—J. Durantel, Le retour a Dieu par I intelligence 
et la volonté dans la philosophie de saint Thomas, Paris, Alcan, 
1918. 

A selection of the most useful works for consultation on 
particular questions will be given in connexion with each 
chapter. 


B. St. THOMAS AND ARISTOTELIANISM. 


A reference to the period of the philosophical “ Dark 
Ages” which followed upon the last efforts of Hellenistic 
speculation, is almost a platitude. With Plotinus 
the great lineage of Greek philosophers came to an end. 
The system which he elaborated undoubtedly presents 
a clearly marked religious character, but it is after all 
a real philosophy, a vast syncretistic system in which 
elements taken from Plato, Aristotle and even the 
Stoic philosophers were fused. It is a monistic system 
of the Universe in which we see how all things proceeded 
from the ONE and how, in ecstasy, we are able to reach 
back to the One and find union with It. The Greek 
philosophical speculation reaches its completion with 
Porphyrius, the disciple of Plotinus, who gives a still 
stronger relief to the religious element in the doctrine 
of his master. 

It may be said that all philosophical speculation 
vanishes at that point for a long time to come. If 
philosophy is taken to mean a natural interpretation 
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of the universe, a general view of things taken from 
the point of view of reason, there is no philosophy 
between the end of the 3rd century after Christ, which 
saw the death of Porphyrius, and the middle of the 
13th century, which witnessed the appearance of the 
“Summa contra Gentiles.” Does this mean that 
humanity passed through ten centuries of ignorance 
and darkness? It is possible to maintain this only 
by the confusing of intellectual activity with philo- 
sophical speculation. In reality and on closer 
examination, this apparently obscure period is found 
to be employed upon the fruitful work which is about 
to lay the foundations of medieval philosophy. The 
characteristic feature, in fact, of the patristic period 
is the substitution of religious for philosophical thought. 
Catholic dogma is finally elaborated and organised. 
Numerous elements have for this work been borrowed 
from the Greek philosophers; traces of Hellenistic 
culture have been alleged even in St. Paul. In any 
case, and even without going back so far, Hellenistic 
culture is obvious in Origines, St. Clement of Alexan- 
dria, St. Augustine. The aim, however, which these 
thinkers pursue is not philosophical. What they 
express in philosophical formule, are religious con- 
ceptions, and it is a theological system which they 
intend to build up. Against the tireless imagination 
of heretics, these Fathers affirm and maintain the © 
existence of one God, one in three persons, the creator 
of the world, distinct from creation as the infinite 
is from the finite, incarnated in Jesus Christ, true God 
and true man, who has given Himself for the world in 
order to save it. They affirm that the end of man is 
knowledge of the eternal and the love of God for all 
time; a love and a vision face to face, reserved for the 
elect, for those who with the necessary help of Divine 
Grace will follow the commandments of God and of His 
Church. To establish these fundamental truths, to 
link them together and to determine their relations, to 
express them in the least inadequate form, to defend 
them against the incessant attacks from all sides— 
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that is the work achieved by the Fathers from Origines 
to St. Augustine, passing through Athanasius, Gregory 
of Nyssa, St. Ambrose and Cyril of Alexandria. When 
we come to the death of St. Augustine, we find ourselves 
in the middle of the 5th century. The two hundred 
years of theological speculation since the times of 
Plotinus, have produced the “De Trinitate” and the 
thirteen books of the “Confessions,” that is to say, 
one of the most perfect monuments which Christian 
theology can boast and one of the masterpieces of the 
human mind. 

Then and only then, and for a relatively short time 
only, a general stagnation of intellectual activity 
seems to set in. Three centuries elapse, laboriously 
occupied in building up a new civilisation on the 
wreckage of the Roman world, between the 5th 
century and the first stammerings of the new philo- 
sophy. The restoration of the Empire and of Roman 
Law is the great achievement of that epoch; and even 
then, in the midst of so great a darkness, men are to 
be found who salved all pieces that could be rescued 
from the wreck. With Boéthius, Isidore of Seville, 
and the Venerable Bede we reach Alcuin, and with him 
the Carlovingian renaissance. The difficult pass is 
overcome. Philosophical speculation is about to be 
reborn, to develop down to modern times without any 
real break in its continuity. 

The road covered from the gth to the 13th century is 
considerable. Leaving aside a system outlined by a 
thinker such as John Scotus Erigena and confining 
ourselves to such works as prepared the birth of the 
Thomistic philosophy, we find that in that period 
three acquisitions are assured to philosophy: the 
determination of the relation between reason and 
faith; conceptualism; and the so-called scholastic 
method. 

Concerning the relation of reason and faith, a way 
was found to let them live peaceably side by side 
without allowing one to stifle the other or to prevent 
the legitimate development of both. This result had 
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not been achieved, of course, without endless diffi- 
culties. The dialecticians who wished to force dogma 
and Scripture into the form of syllogisms, were con- 
fronted, by an inevitable reaction, with those teachers 
of the inward life who considered the time spent on 
philosophical speculation as so much time lost for 
salvation. Between St. Anselm, the peripatetic, 
and St. Peter Damian’? a middle course gradually 
opened out. It came to be admitted more and more 
that reason and faith cannot be in contradiction, since 
both come from God; that, therefore, reason should as 
much render faith credible, as that faith should 
expose the hidden flaws in the arguments of its enemies. 
“Fides quaerens intellectum”: this is the programme 
which it is hoped henceforth to realise. 

Moreover, the long and subtle controversy on the 
nature of universals ends in Abelard and John of 
Salisbury by restoring the Aristotelian doctrine of 
abstraction. Universals are concepts “cum funda- 
mento in re.”’ As. opposed to the philosophers who 
keep more or less to the Platonic theory of ideas, the 
tendency is to think that the intellect abstracts from 
the individual the universal which is contained in 
it. With the demonstration of the sensory origin 
of concepts, philosophical thought takes possession of 
a principle of which the Thomistic system is largely 
the metaphysical justification and consistent applica- 
tion. 

Lastly, and this last progress is also not without 
importance, the scholastic method of exposition and 
argument takesshape. After the incomplete attempts, 
such as the “Sic et Non” of Abelard, the final solution 
is reached with Alexander of Hales. At least, as far 
as our present state of knowledge allows us to form 
an opinion, it is he who first employs the form of 
argument which became classical from the second half 
of the 13th century onwards: the enumeration of the 
arguments contra; the exposition of the proposed 
solution, and the criticism of the objections previously 
set out. 
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Nevertheless, despite these advances and despite 
all those which might be added, philosophical specula- 
tion of the 12th and early 13th centuries displays 
grave defects. The gravest of these, and the root of 
all the others, consists in the lack of co-ordination. 
That period, when more than one thinker proved his 
capacity to explore and discuss with skill and insight 
certain special problems, produced no single general 
system having any pretension to give a rational explana- 
tion of the universe. Without doubt, the fault was, 
that philosophical thought, deprived of the great works 
of antiquity, was unable to draw out of itself the 
substance of a new philosophy; but, as has been very 
truly observed,® the fault also lay in that the scholastics 
of that time made use simultaneously of philosophical 
systems which were not only misunderstood but were 
moreover mutually contradictory. Wavering, as they 
were, without reaching a definite position between 
Aristotle and Plato, and possessing a very imperfect 
knowledge of both, how could they have succeeded 
in drawing a truly coherent system from principles 
which were mutually exclusive? 

This is the internal defect, which, hidden in the 
philosophical speculation of the 12th century, pre- 
vented its reaching a complete development. But at 
this point a revolution is about to set in: a revolution . 
determined by the influx of the works of Greek and 
Arabic philosophy. 

The Middle Ages had all along been in possession of 
part of Aristotle’s works. The 12th century possesses 
the whole of the “Organon.” From that time onwards 
certain parts of Aristotelian Physics are known in the 
scholastic circles of Chartres?; but although it is true 
to say that the infiltration of Aristotelian natural 
philosophy has henceforth begun, it remains also true 
that “the scholastics of the first centuries saw in 
Aristotle nothing but a logician.’’!® The situation in 
which we find the philosophers of the early 13th 
century is quite different4 The Physics and Meta- 
physics of Aristotle, the abbreviated form of these by 
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Avicenna and the commentaries: of Averroés are 
translated from Arabic into Latin, thanks mainly 
to the translators of the College of Toledo. Therewith 
the imperfect philosophical attempts of the end of the 
12th century are confronted by a complete and syste- 
matically elaborated philosophy; and this is all the 
more serious as the doctrine, especially in the inter- 
pretation of Averroés, harmonises badly at more than 
one point with the traditional teaching of the Church. 
The most clear-sighted witness to this opposition 
between the peripatetic philosophy and Christianity 
is St. Bonaventure. 

According to this doctor,” the fundamental error of 
Aristotle consists in his rejection of the Platonic 
doctrine of ideas. Since, according to Aristotle, God 
does not possess in Himself, like so many models, 
the ideas of all things, it follows that God knows only 
Himself and is ignorant of the particular. From 
this first error springs the second, namely, that God, 
ignorant of all things, possesses no prescience and 
exercises no providence in regard to things. But, 
if God exercises no providence, it follows that every- 
thing happens either by accident or by fatal necessity. 
And as events cannot be the result of a simple accident, 
the Arabs concluded that everything is necessarily 
determined by the movement of the spheres, viz. by 
the intelligences which move them. Such a con- 
ception obviously annulls the disposition of events of 
this world with a view to the punishment of sinners 
and the glory of the elect. Hence we find that 
Aristotle never mentions either the devil or the future 
beatitude. The error is therefore threefold, namely, 
a failure to understand first, exemplarism, then Divine 
providence and lastly the disposition of this world 
with a view to the other. 

This threefold failure is the root of a threefold 
blindness. The first concerns the eternal existence 
of the world. Since God is ignorant of the world, 
how can He have created it? All the commentators, 
whether Greek or Arabic, are accordingly agreed on 
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this point. Aristotle has never taught that the world 
has had a beginning and an origin. This first blindness 
entails a second: for, if the world is assumed as eternal, 
the true nature of the soul is obscured. On such an 
assumption we are driven to the choice of one of the 
three following errors: if the world is eternal an infinite 
number of human beings has existed, and therefore 
an infinite number of souls, unless either the soul is 
corruptible, or the same soul passes from one body to 
another, or there exists, for all human beings, but a 
single intelligence. If we follow the interpretation 
of Averroés, Aristotle would seem to have decided for 
this last error. Now, this second blindness leads 
necessarily to a third: since there exists only one soul 
for all men, there is consequently no personal im- 
mortality, and, therefore, there cannot be after this 
life either punishment or reward. 

Let the reader imagine what the state of mind of the 
theologians and the Christian philosophers must have 
been when confronted with such a doctrine. We may 
leave aside all those who, on principle, maintained an 
attitude of irreconcilable suspicion to all philosophical 
speculation. This attitude, which in the 11th century 
had inspired the resistance to the dialectic movement, 
had lost none of its strength in the 13th and had never 
perhaps a better opportunity for display. But the 
great majority of theologians had not the slightest 
intention of denying the usefulness of philosophical 
speculation and among these a twofold tendency 
appears. The one, the smaller party was so profoundly 
impressed by the Averroist Aristotelianism that they 
saw in this doctrine the final and complete truth. 
They accepted it, therefore, with all its inherent con- 
sequences and there were clerics who actually taught 
at Paris that there is no providence, that the world is 
eternal, that there is but a single intelligence for the 
whole human race and that, in short, there is for man 
neither freedom nor immortality. Such were Boéthius 
of Dacia and especially Siger of Brabant. The others, 
far more numerous, felt a repugnance, which varied 
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much according to each mind, against these damnable 
innovations, and they entrenched themselves more 
strongly than ever behind the Platonic-Augustinian 
theology which, at that moment, was the only tra- 
ditional philosophy of the Church. The most re- 
markable personality which we find among this party, 
is without a doubt St. Bonaventure. We saw how 
energetically this doctor maintained the Platonic 
exemplarism against Aristotle; he, and the whole 
Franciscan school with him, also maintained the 
Augustinian doctrine of illumination against the 
Aristotelian doctrine of abstraction; he affirmed the 
hierarchic plurality of forms against the unity of 
substantial form which seemed to him to compromise 
the immortality of the soul. Thus the attitude of 
St. Bonaventure remained in opposition to the doctrine 
of Aristotle, even though Aristotelian thought had at 
several points coloured his own thought unwittingly 
to himself. 

But a third attitude yet remained possible. The 
doctrine of Aristotle—and this was evident to any 
Christian thinker—showed serious lacunae in its 
metaphysical parts. To say the least, this philosophy 
left the two problems of the creation and of the im- 
mortality of the soul in the air. On the other hand, 
the strictly physical and natural part of the doctrine 
presented a system incomparably superior to the 
fragmentary and little coherent solutions proposed 
by the older scholastics. This superiority of the 
Aristotelian physics was so crushing that in the eyes of 
clear-sighted minds it could not fail to obtain the 
assent of reason and secure the ultimate triumph of the 
doctrine. Was it therefore not an act of grave im- 
prudence to persist in maintaining positions which were 
foredoomed to fall? The triumph of Aristotle was 
inevitable, and wisdom urged that steps should be 
taken to make this triumph a help to Christian 
thought, rather than a menace. In other words, 
the task to be undertaken was to Christianise Aristotle: 
to re-introduce exemplarism and the creation into 
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the system, to maintain providence, to reconcile 
the unity of substantial form with the immortality 
of the soul; to show, in short, that even accepting the 
Aristotelian physics, the great truths of Christianity 
remained unshaken; better still, to show that these 
great truths find in the physics of Aristotle their 
natural support and their strongest foundation. Such 
was the problem which it became a matter of urgency 
to solve. 

The task was possible, but hard. Already Albert 
of Cologne, who was later to be called “the Great,” 
was building up, on foundations essentially Aristotelian, 
a vast encyclopedia of all the knowledge acquired by 
his age. At the same time, William of Moerbeke was 
about to undertake the complete translation of the 
works of Aristotle, taking as his basis the Greek text, 
and no longer the Arabic translations, which had been 
more or less coaxed in the direction of the Mohamedan 
Averroism. Finally, assistance not to be despised 
came from the Orient at the same time as the danger: 
the Jewish philosopher Maimonides had been faced 
by some of the problems which the interpretation of 
Aristotle set to the Catholic theologians and the results 
of his work could easily be utilised .1% 

But difficulties of all sorts remained to be sur- 
mounted. Externally, the resistance which the par- 
tisans of the Augustinian philosophy were certain to 
offer had to be overcome; in particular everything 
that could be kept of the Aristotelian doctrine had 
to be retained even at the risk of being involved in the 
reprobation which the partisans of Averroés were 
presently to incur. Internally, a system had to be 
achieved in which all the truths of Christianity could 
find their place; irrelevant questions had to be elimi- 
nated; those which remained had to be put in order 
and had to be settled by firm decisions which must be 
justified on first principles, coherent with each other. 
In short, the philosophy of Aristotle had to be so 
perfectly assimilated that it might, in that process, 
come to reorganise itself, as it were, of itself, in the 
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sense of Christian thought. It is the honour of St. 
Thomas to have undertaken this heavy task and to 
have accomplished it. Attacked by the Franciscan 
John Peckham in 1270, declared suspect by the General 
Chapter of the Order in 1282, he found himself in- 
volved in the condemnation of the 21g Averroist and 
Aristotelian articles which the Bishop of Paris, Etienne 
Tempier, secured in 1277. Wedged between two con- 
tending parties, we shall see him constantly anxious 
to maintain against all partisans of Augustinianism 
_ what he considers true in the system of Aristotle, and 
to maintain against the absolute Aristotelians the 
Christian truths which Aristotelianism had ignored. 
This is the narrow crest on which St. Thomas Aquinas 
moves with incomparable certainty. No doubt only 
the analysis of his system will enable us to appreciate to 
what extent the medieval philosopher has realised 
the difficult programme he had set himself. But we 
have an external sign of his success to which henceforth 
wecanappeal. Aftersix hundred years of philosophical 
speculation and despite the innumerable attempts to 
build an apologetic on fresh foundations, the Church 
lives still and is determined to live further on the 
thought of St. Thomas of Aquino. The Catholic 
Church is so accustomed to think of herself in the 
shape of Thomism that she has never recognised herself 
in the other pictures which her philosophers have 
offered as her likeness. It is perhaps no exaggeration 
to see in this fact an indication of the intellectual 
subtlety and rigorous logic with which St. Thomas 
constructed the system which we are about to study. 
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FAITH AND REASON 
THE OBJECT OF PHILOSOPHY 


IF our analysis had for its object a modern philoso- 
phical system, our first task would be to determine 
the concept of human knowledge held by our philo- 
sopher. The task is not quite the same when we 
begin the study of a philosophical theologian of the 
Middle Ages. For St. Thomas, as for all the Christian 
doctors—one might add, for the Arabic and Jewish 
doctors as well—another problem takes precedence 
over that of human knowledge: namely, the problem 
of the relations between Reason and Faith. Whereas 
the philosopher as such professes to draw truth from 
the spring of Reason alone, the philosophical theologian 
draws truth from two different sources: from Reason, 
and—-since he is a theologian—from Faith in the truth 
revealed by God, and its interpreter, the Church. 
Hence an initial difficulty has to be faced: what are 
the respective spheres of Reason and of Faith? Must 
the one be sacrificed to the other or can they be 
harmonised ? 

Nothing is easier than to distinguish from an abstract 
point of view philosophy and theology, the one con- 
sisting in the pursuit of truth by means of Reason, the 
other taking as point of departure a fact independent 
of Reason, viz. the Revelation given by God to the 
human mind of truths superior to Reason, i.e. truths 
which unaided Reason would be unable to reach, or 
even understand once it possessed them, or con- 
sequently justify. In practice, when beginning the 
study of St. Thomas, considerable difficulties have to 
be surmounted. Of the same texts different historians, 
when asked to distinguish the philosophical from the 
theological matter, neither retain nor abandon always 
the same points. 
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The explanation is that two attitudes are possible 
behind which lies, more or less skilfully hidden under 
the cloak of historical impartiality, a philosophical 
thesis of a, strictly speaking, dogmatic kind. 

The one attitude, very widespread in certain circles 
and almost popular, is simply to neglect St. Thomas, 
because, since he is also a theologian, the conclusion is 
drawn that whatever philosophical matter his work 
contains, must necessarily therefore be tainted. This 
a priori assertion, based on the demands of an un- 
compromising rationalism, assumes that the philosopher 
cannot come into contact nor especially collaborate 
with the theologian, without being discredited by that 
very fact. 

Another attitude, opposed to the former, but perhaps 
no less widespread, though held in different circles, 
consists in admitting that the philosophy of St. 
Thomas, de jure and de facto, exists in and by itself, 
independently of the theological speculation with 
which it may eventually be associated. We are told, 
that if Thomism is true, this can only be for exclusively 
philosophical reasons with which dogma has nothing 
whatever todo. When in an exposition of his teaching, 
a dogma appears on the sky-line or elements belonging 
to Revelation are introduced, the well-known warning 
is uttered: you misunderstand the true thought of 
St. Thomas, you confuse philosophy and_ theology. 
It is, of course, easy to see that this second attitude, 
though in practice opposed to the first, argues all the 
same from the same principle. 

One might, at least provisionally, adopt a third 
attitude, and, without attempting to judge, enqutre 
what are the relations of philosophy and theology in 
the system of St. Thomas. When he took up this 
problem himself, a solution of it had for some time 
back been prepared by the Catholic doctors!; but the 
answer which he himself gives offers some very original 
features and as soon as we analyse the grounds on 
which he rests his solution, we shall see some of the 
. principles at work on which his whole system is based. 
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First, what is the object of metaphysics which 
is still called “the first philosophy” or “wisdom” ? 
Following the common usage, a “sage” is one who 
can arrange things as they ought to be arranged 
and can handle them well. To arrange and handle 
a thing well, means to dispose it with a view to its 
end. Hence we find that in the hierarchy of arts, 
one art governs another and furnishes, in a sense, 
its principle, when the immediate end of the first 
constitutes the ultimate end of the second. Thus 
medicine is a principal and directive art in relation to 
pharmacy, because health, which is the immediate 
end of medicine, is at the same time the end of all the 
remedies prepared by the pharmacist. These principal 
and directive arts receive the name of “architectonic” 
arts, and the man who exercises them is called a 
“sage.’’ But he deserves the title of “sage” only in 
respect of the very things which he is able to handle in 
view of their end. His wisdom, bearing on particular 
or partial ends, is only a particular or partial wisdom. 
If we imagine, on the contrary, a sage who proposes 
to consider not such and such a particular end, but the 
end of all things: he would not be called a sage in 
such and such an art, but an absolute sage. He would 
be the sage par excellence. The real object of wisdom, __ ¢ 
or of the first philosophy, is therefore the end of the ? 38**}" 
universe, and, since the end of an object is the same Sek sm 
? as its principle or cause, we meet again the definition eae 
of Aristotle: the first philosophy has for its object the 
? study of first causes.” 
Let us now consider which is the first cause or the 
final end of the universe. The final cause of a thing is 
evidently that which its author, in making it, or the 
first mover, in moving it, has in view. Now, it will 
- be shown that the first Author and first Mover of the 
universe is an intelligence; the end, therefore, which 
he has in view in creating or setting in motion the 
universe, must be the end or good of intelligence, i.e. 
? truth. Thus truth is the final end of the universe, 
and, since the object of the first philosophy is the | 
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ultimate end of the universe, it follows that its proper 
object is truth. But here we must beware of a con- 
fusion. Since it is the philosopher’s business to attain 
to the ultimate end and consequently the first cause 
of the universe, the truth in question cannot be just 
any truth; it can be only that truth which is the first 
source of all truth. Now, the disposition of things in 
the order of truth is the same as that in the order of 
being (sic enim est dispositio rerum in veritate sicut in 
esse), since being and truth are equivalent. A truth 
which is to be the source of all truth can be found only 
in a being which must be first source of all being. 
The truth, therefore, which forms the object of a first 
philosophy, should be that truth which the Word, 
made flesh, manifested to the world, according to the 
words of St. John: “Ego in hoc natus sum et ad hoc 
veni in mundum, ut testimonium perhibeam veritati.’’4 
In one word, the true object of metaphysics is God.® 

This determination set out by St. Thomas at the 
opening of the ‘““Summa contra Gentiles” in no way 
contradicts that which leads him elsewhere to define 
metaphysics as the science of being and of its first 
causes.6 If the immediate matter upon which the 
enquiry of the metaphysician is directed, is indeed 
“being in general,’ it constitutes none the less its 
true end. The object to which philosophical specula- 
tion tends, beyond “being in general,” is the first 
cause of all being: [psa prima philosophia tota ordi- 
natur ad Det cognitionem sicut ad ultimum finem; unde 
et scientia divina nominatur. Therefore, when St. 
Thomas speaks in his own name, he leaves aside the 
consideration of being as such and defines meta- 
physics from the point of view of its supreme object: 
the first principle of being which is God. 

What are our means to attain to this object? We 
have, first—and this is obvious—Reason at our dis- 
posal. The question is whether our Reason is an 
instrument sufficient to reach the goal of metaphysical 
enquiry, namely, the Divine essence. Let us say at 
once that natural Reason, left to itself, allows us to 
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attain to certain truths concerning God and His nature. 
Philosophers are able to establish by demonstration 
that God exists, that He is one, etc. But it must also 
appear as evident that certain forms of knowledge 
concerning the Divine nature exceed by far the forces 
of human understanding. This is a point which it is 
important to establish in order to silence unbelievers 
who consider as false all assertions in respect of God 
which our Reason is unable to establish. Here the 
Christian sage must join forces with the Greek sage. 

All possible demonstrations of this thesis aim 
ultimately at throwing into relief the disproportion 
between our finite understanding and the infinite 
essence of God. The line of argument which leads us 
perhaps most deeply of all into the thought of St. 
Thomas is drawn from the nature of human knowledge. 
Perfect knowledge, if we accept Aristotle, consists in 
deducing the properties of an object by using its 
essence as the principle of the demonstration. Ac- 
cordingly, the mode in which the substance of each 
thing is known to us, determines 7fso facto the mode 
of the knowledge which we can have of the thing. 
Now, God is a purely spiritual substance; our know- 
ledge, on the contrary, is only such as a being composed 
of a soul and a body can reach. It originates neces- 
sarily in sensation. The knowledge which we have of 
God is, therefore, only such as a person starting from 
sense-data, can acquire of a being which is purely 
intelligible. Thus, our understanding, resting upon the 
testimony of our senses, can indeed infer that God 
exists, but it is evident that a mere examination of 
sensory objects, which are the effects of God and there- 
fore inferior to Him cannot bring us to a knowledge of 
the Divine essence.? There are, consequently, truths 
about God which are accessible to Reason; and there are 
others which exceed it. Let us examine, in either 
case, the particular function of Faith. 

Let us first state that—speaking abstractly and 
absolutely—wherever Reason can find a foothold, 
Faith has no place. In other words, one cannot both 
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know and believe the same thing at the same time: 
impossibile est quod de eodem sit fides et scientia.® _Ac- 
cording to St. Augustine, the proper object of Faith is, 
precisely that to which Reason does not attain; whence 
it follows that all rational knowledge, based ana- 
lytically on first principles, falls at the same time 
outside the sphere of Faith. This is legitimate 
truth. In practice, Faith must replace Reason in a 
large number of our affirmations. It may, in fact, 
not only happen that certain truths are believed by 
ignorant people and known by the learned, but it also 
occurs often that, owing to the feebleness of our 
understanding and to failures of our imagination, 
error is introduced into our enquiries. There are many 
who fail to understand the conclusiveness of an argu- 
ment and consequently remain uncertain concerning 
the best established truths, and the discovery of 
dissension between men of acknowledged wisdom 
about the same questions finally leads them astray. 
It is therefore salutary that providence imposed as 
articles of Faith even such truths as are accessible to 
Reason, to enable all to participate easily in the 
knowledge of God, without fear of either doubt or error.® 

If we consider, on the other hand, the truths which 
exceed our Reason, we shall see no less clearly that 
they had to be offered to the acceptance of our Faith. 
For the end of man is none other than God; but this 
end manifestly exceeds the limits of our Reason. 
Again, man must possess some knowledge of his end 
to be able to order his intentions and actions in relation 
to it. The salvation of man, therefore, demanded 
that the Divine Revelation should bring to his know- 
ledge a certain number of truths which are incompre- 
hensible to his Reason.!° In short, since man needed 
knowledge concerning the infinite God who is his end, 
this knowledge, going beyond the limits of his Reason, 
could not but be offered to the acceptance of his Faith. 
Nor can we see in Belief any violence done to our 
Reason. On the contrary, Faith in the incompre- 
hensible confers upon rational knowledge its perfection 
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and crowning completion. We do not, for example, 
know God truly, unless we believe Him to be superior 
to all that man may think. Now, it is evident that to 
expect us to accept incomprehensible truths about 
God, is the surest means to implant in us the know- 
ledge of His incomprehensibleness.. Moreover, the 
acceptance of Faith represses in us presumption, the 
mother of error. There are some who believe them- 
selves able to measure Divine nature with the ell of 
their Reason; to propose to them truths superior to 
their understanding in the name of Divine authority, 
is a means to recall them to the just sense of their 
own limitations. In this manner the discipline of 
Faith profits Reason. 

Can we, however, admit that, apart from this purely 
external and merely expedient harmony, it may be 
possible to establish between Faith and Reason an 
internal accord, from the point of view of truth? 
In other words, can we assert an accord of such truths 
as exceed our Reason, with those which Reason can 
grasp? The answer to this question depends on the 
value given to the grounds of credibility which Faith 
can claim. Admitting, as one must, that the miracles, 
prophecies and the wonderful effects of Christian 
religion prove sufficiently the truth of Christian 
Revelation,” one is bound also to admit that Faith 


? and Reason cannot contradict each other. Only the 


false can be contrary to the true. Between a true 


‘ Faith and a true knowledge, accord is established of 


itself, and, so to speak, by definition. But it is possible 
to give a purely philosophical proof of the harmony. 
When a teacher instructs a pupil, the knowledge of 
the teacher contains what he instils into the pupil’s 
mind. Now, the natural knowledge which we possess 
of principles comes to us from God, since God is the 
. author of our nature. These principles are, therefore, 
also contained in the wisdom. of God. Whence it 
follows that whatever is contrary to these principles, 
is contrary to Divine Wisdom and consequently 
cannot come from God. Between Reason, which comes 
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from God, and a Revelation, which comes from God, 
accord must be of necessity.1? Let us therefore rather 
say: Faith may teach truths which seem contrary to 
Reason; than: Faith teaches propositions which are 
contrary to Reason. The yokel thinks it contrary 
to Reason that the sun should be larger than the 
earth, but this proposition seems reasonable to the 
learned man. Let us therefore also believe that the 
apparent incompatibilities between Reason and Faith 
are reconciled in the infinite wisdom of God. 

We are, moreover, not reduced to such an act of 
general belief in an accord which escapes altogether 
our direct perception; many facts open to observation _ 
can be satisfactorily interpreted only on the assumption 
of the existence of a common source of these our two 
orders of knowledge. Faith dominates Reason, not 
so much as a mode of knowledge, for it is, on the 
contrary, an inferior type of knowledge on account of 
its obscurity, but insofar as it places human thought 
in possession of an object which reason would be 
incapable of grasping naturally. Hence, Faith gives 
rise to a whole series of influences and actions, the 
consequences of which are of the utmost importance 
within Reason itself, which yet does not cease to be 
pure Reason. Faith in Revelation does not result in 
destroying the rationality of our knowledge, but, on 
the contrary, in allowing it to develop more completely ; 
just as Grace does not destroy our nature, but fer- 
tilises, exalts and perfects it, so Faith, by its influence 
upon Reason as such, promotes the development of 
a rational activity of a more fruitful kind.% 

This transcendental influence of Faith upon Reason 
is an essential fact which it is important to understand, 
if the true features of Thomistic philosophy are to be 
preserved. Many of the criticisms directed against it, 
are based precisely on the alleged ‘discovery of the 
mixture of Faith and Reason in it. But it is as 
inaccurate to say that St. Thomas has isolated these 
two spheres by a watertight compartment, as to say 
that he has confused them. We shall later on have to 
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raise the question whether he has confused them; 
for the moment it is clear that he has not isolated 
them, but has kept them in contact in a manner which 
does not oblige him to confuse them ultimately. This 
enables us to understand the admirable unity of the 
philosophical and the theological work of St. Thomas. 
It is impossible to pretend that a mind of this temper 
is not fully conscious of its aim. Even in the com- 
mentaries on Aristotle, his mind always knows where 
it is going, and there too, it works towards the doctrine 
of Faith, not as an explanation, but as a completion 
and counterpoise of mental balance. And yet one may 
say that St. Thomas works in the full and clear con- 
sciousness of never appealing to arguments not strictly 
rational, for if Faith acts upon Reason, his Reason, 
supporting and fertilising his Faith, does not, for all 
that, cease to perform purely rational operations and 
to assert conclusions, based only on the evidence of 
first principles common to all human minds. The fear 
betrayed by some of his commentators of a possible 
contamination of his Reason by his Faith, is wholly 
un-Thomistic; to assert that he is unaware of, or 
opposed to, this beneficial influence, is to present 
as fundamentally inexplicable the accord which, in 
point of fact, his reconstruction of philosophy and 
theology ultimately reaches, and suggests an un- 
easiness which St. Thomas himself would certainly 
not have understood. Aquinas is too certain of his 
thought to be afraid of anything of this kind. His 
thought proceeds under the helpful impulse of his 
Faith, as indeed he recognises; but. he notes that in 
following the road of Revelation Reason easily finds 
and, as it were, recognises the truths which it might 
have run some risk of mistaking. The traveller who 
has been led by a guide to the summit, is none the less 
entitled to the spectacle which unfolds itself from 
there, and the view is none the less true, because an 
external assistance has led him to it. No one can 
study St. Thomas for any time without being con- 
vinced that this vast system of the world which his 
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doctrine presents, took shape in his mind in proportion 
as his doctrine of Faith was formed; and when he 
assures others that Faith is a salutary guide to Reason, 
the memory of the rational gain which he himself 
realised by Faith, is still vividly present to his mind. 

It is therefore no matter for surprise that, as far as 
theology is concerned, there should be room for 
philosophical speculation, even when it is a question of 
revealed truths which exceed the limits of our Reason. 
Undoubtedly—and this is obvious—speculation cannot 
claim to demonstrate or even to understand them, 
but, emboldened by the superior certitude that there 
is there a hidden truth, it enables us to catch a glimpse 
of it with the help of well-founded analogies. The 
sense-objects which form the point of departure of all 
our knowledge, have retained some traces of the 
Divine nature which has created them, since the effect 
always bears a resemblance to its cause. Reason can, 
therefore, even in this life, and thanks to the starting- 
point offered by Faith, set us to some extent on the 
road to the understanding of the perfect truth which 
God will show us in our Home.!® This statement 
marks the limits of Reason, when it undertakes an 
apologia of the truths of Faith. Nothing could be 
more imprudent than to attempt their proof; to try 
to demonstrate the indemonstrable is but to confirm 
the incredulous in their incredulity. The disproportion 
between the theses which we believe to have estab- 
lished, and the false proofs adduced in their support, 
is so evident that instead of serving Faith by such 
arguments, we run the risk of exposing it to ridicule. 
Still, it is possible to explain, to interpret and to bring 
home to us what it is impossible to prove: we should 
therefore lead our opponents by the hand in face of 
these inaccessible truths, and we can show them on 
what probable reasons and on what authorities in 
this world they rest. 

But we must go further and, gathering the fruit of the 
points previously set forth, we must assert that there 
is room for demonstrative argument even in matters 
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of truths inaccessible to Reason, and, further, for 
theological intervention even in matters apparently 
reserved to pure Reason. We have seen that Revela- 
tion and Reason cannot be in contradiction. If 
it is certain that Reason cannot demonstrate re- 
vealed truth, it is equally certain that any so-called 
rational proof which claims to establish the falsity 
of Faith, can only be a mere sophism. Whatever 
the subtlety of the arguments adduced, we must hold 
firm to the principle that truth cannot be divided 
against itself, and that Reason cannot therefore be 
right as against Faith.’ We can always look for 
a sophism in a philosophical thesis which contradicts 
the teaching of Revelation, for it is certain that it 
must contain at least one. The revealed texts are 
never a philosophical proof of the falsity of a doctrine, 
but they are the proof for the believer that the 
philosopher, maintaining the doctrine, is mistaken, 
and it is the business of philosophy alone to furnish 
the proof of this. A forivorit, the resources of philo- 
_ sophical speculation must be employed by Faith, 
when it is a question of religious truths which are at 
the same time humanly demonstrable. That body 
of philosophical doctrines which in its fullness the 
human mind can rarely grasp with nothing but the 
resources of Reason, is easily reached, if it is pointed 
out by Faith, although the mind may rest these 
doctrines on a purely rational foundation. As a child 
understands what he could not have discovered 
himself, unless the master had taught him, so the 
human intellect grasps without difficulty a system, 
the truth of which is guaranteed by a superhuman 
authority. Hence the extraordinary firmness and 
certainty with which the intellect meets errors of all 
kinds, bred by unbelief or ignorance. It can always 
oppose conclusive proofs to its adversaries which will 
reduce them to silence and re-establish the truth. 
Finally, we must add that even the purely scientific 
knowledge of sense-objects cannot leave theology 
wholly indifferent. Not that there is no knowledge 
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ot created things valid in itself and independent 
of all theology: science exists as such and, provided 
it does not exceed its natural limits, remains un- 
touched by any interference of Faith. But Faith, 
on its part, is bound to take science into account. 
Once science has been constituted as such, theology 
cannot fail to be interested in it, in the first place, 
because the study of creation is useful for the teaching 
of Faith, and secondly, because, as we have seen, 
natural knowledge is at least able to destroy errors 
concerning God.18 

Such being the intimate relations between theology 
and philosophy, the fact still remains that they form 
two distinct, autonomous and formally separate 
spheres. In the first place, they do not coincide, 
though their domains are in some measure co-extensive. 
Theology is the science of the truth necessary for our 
salvation; but not all truths are necessary for that 
purpose. Hence there was no need for God to reveal 
to us what we are capable of discovering by ourselves 
concerning created things, as long as such knowledge 
was not required to ensure our salvation. There is 
consequently room, outside theology, for science 
which considers things in themselves and arranges them 
in different groups according to the different kinds of 
natural things, whereas theology considers them under 
the aspect of our salvation and in reference to God.!® 
Philosophy studies fire in itself; the theologian sees 
in it an image of Divine elevation. There is then 
room for the attitude of the philosopher side by side 
with that of the believer (philosophus, fidelis), and 
there is no cause to reproach theology for passing 
over in silence a great number of the properties of 
things, such as the shape of heaven or the nature of its 
movement; these things belong to the philosopher 
who alone has the task of explaining them. 

Even where the two disciplines have common ground, 
they retain specific features which assure their in- 
dependence. They differ first and foremost in their 
principles of demonstration and this feature definitely 
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makes their confusion impossible. The philosopher 
draws his arguments from the essences and con- 
sequently from the proper causes of things, as we shall 
constantly do in the sequel. The theologian, on the 
contrary, argues by always referring to the first 
Cause of all things which is God, and appeals to three 
different orders of arguments which are in no case 
considered satisfactory by the philosopher. Some- 
times the theologian affirms a truth in the name of the 
principle of authority, because it has been transmitted 
and revealed by God; or again, because the glory of an 
infinite God demands that it should be so; or, lastly, 
because the power of God is infinite.2° It does not 
follow therefrom that theology should be excluded 
from the sphere of science, but rather that philosophy 
occupies a sphere belonging properly to it which it 
exploits by purely rational methods. As two sciences 
may establish the same fact, each science in the 
way proper to it, so the philosopher’s proofs, being 
exclusively rational, differ toto genere from the theo- 
logian’s proofs, which are always drawn from 
authority. 

A second, less profound difference lies, not in the 
principles of the demonstration, but in the order 
which it adopts. For in philosophical speculation 
which is concerned with the consideration of created 
things in themselves and endeavours to work upwards 
from created things to God, the consideration of 
creatures comes first, and that of God comes last. In 
doctrines of Faith, on the contrary, which considers 
created things in relation to God, the consideration of 
God comes first and that of creation afterwards. 
Herein it follows, moreover, an order which in itself 
is more perfect, since it follows the model of the know- 
ledge of God who, knowing Himself, knows all things.” 

Such being the position de jure, it remains to deter- 
mine what we mean when we speak of the “ philosophy”’ 
of St. Thomas. We do not find in any of his works 
a body of his philosophical conceptions set out for 
their own sake and in their rational order. There is 
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indeed a series of writings composed by St. Thomas 
according to the philosophical method: these are his 
commentaries on Aristotle and a small number of 
minor works. But the smaller works give us only a 
fraction of his ideas and the commentaries on Aristotle, 
following patiently the meanderings of an obscure text, 
enable us to guess only imperfectly what a “Summa” 
of the Thomistic philosophy might have been like, 1f it 
had been systematised by St. Thomas himself with 
that lucidy of genius which dominates his Summa 
theologica. And there is a second group of writings 
of which the “Summa theologica” is the most perfect 
specimen; this contains his philosophy, demonstrated 
according to the principles of philosophical argument, 
but presented according to the order of theological 
argument. An ideal Thomistic philosophy would 
have to be reconstructed by taking the best from these 
two groups of works and re-arranging the arguments of 
St. Thomas according to the needs of anew order. -But 
who would venture upon the attempt of such a 
synthesis? And who, in particular, could guarantee 
that the order of the philosophical demonstration 
adopted would correspond to that which the genius 
of St. Thomas might have been able to select and 
realise? In the absence of such a synthesis, carried 
out by the philosopher himself, it is a matter of elemen- 
tary prudence to reproduce his thought in the order 
adopted by himself and in the most perfect form given 
to it, viz. that of the two “Summe.”’ 

It does not by any means follow from this that the 
value of a philosophy arranged in the order of theo- 
logical argument is necessarily subordinated to criteria 
of Faith which from the very start appeals to the 
authority ot a Divine Revelation. The philosophy of 
St. Thomas presents itself as a system of truths rigor- 
ously demonstrable and is justifiable, precisely gud 
philosophy, by Reasonalone. When St. Thomas speaks 
as philosopher, his demonstrations alone are under dis- 
cussion, and it matters little whether the thesis he 
upholds, occupies the place assigned to it by Faith, 
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since he never introduces Faith into the argument and 
does not ask us to introduce it into the proofs of what 
he considers as rationally demonstrable. Between 
the assertions of the two disciplines, even when they 
bear upon the same subject-matter, an absolutely 
strict formal distinction is maintained, which rests 
upon the heterogeneity of their principles of demon- 
stration. There is a generic difference between 
theology which founds its principles on the articles 
of Faith, and philosophy which for such knowledge of 
God as it can give us, appeals to Reason alone: 
theologia quae ad sacram doctrinam pertinet, differt 
secundum genus ab illa theologia quae pars philosophie 
ponitur.2 And it is easy to show that this generic 
distinction is not stated by St. Thomas as an in- 
effective principle which need not be further taken into 
account, once it has been recognised. An examination 
of his teaching, considered in its historical significance 
and in comparison with the Augustinian tradition of 
which St. Bonaventure is the most distinguished 
representative, shows what profound re-castings, what 
incredibly bold changes he did not hesitate to take 
upon himself to meet the demands of Aristotelian 
thought, whenever he considered them identical with 
the demands of Reason.*4 

Herein precisely lies the truly philosophical value 
of the Thomistic system, and this is what makes it 
a turning-point in the history of human thought. 
With a full consciousness of all the consequences 
of such an attitude, St. Thomas accepts simultaneously 
both his Faith and his Reason, each with all the demands 
proper to it. His thought, therefore, does not aim at 
achieving as economically as possible a superficial 
harmony wherein the doctrines most easily recon- 
cilable with the traditional teaching of theology may 
find room, but he insists that Reason should develop 
its own content in full liberty and should set out its 
demands in their utmost stringency; the value of his 
philosophy lies not in the fact that it is Christian, 
but in the fact that it is true. He does not, therefore, 
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follow passively the regular current of Sheree 
tradition, but develops a new theory of knowledge, 
shifts the foundations on which the proofs for the 
existence of God rested, submits the concept of creation 
to a fresh criticism and founds or entirely reorganises 
the structure of traditional ethics. In this lies the 
whole secret of Thomism, in this immense effort of 
intellectual honesty to reconstruct philosophy on a 
plan which exhibits the de facto accord with theology, 
as the necessary consequence of the demands of 
Reason itself, and not as the accidental result of a mere 
wish for conciliation. 

Such appear to us the points of contact and the 
distinctions between Reason and Faith in the system 
of St. Thomas of Aquino. Faith and Reason can 
neither contradict each other, nor ignore each other, 
nor be confused. Reason may well try to justify 
Faith: it will never transform Faith into Reason, 
for as soon as Faith were to abandon authority for 
proof, it would cease to believe; it would know. And 
Faith may well move Reason externally or guide it 
internally; Reason will never cease to be itself, for 
once it renounced the proof of its assertions, it would 
deny itself and would vanish to make room for Faith. 
It is, therefore, the inalienability of their proper 
essences which permits them to act upon each other 
without contaminating each other. A mixed state, 
composed of prudent doses of knowledge and belief, 
in which so many mystic minds took delight, is con- 
sidered by St. Thomas as contradictory and monstrous: 
it is as chimerical a thing as an animal composed of 
two different species. It is, therefore, intelligible that, 
in distinction to Augustinianism for instance, Thomism 
has room, by the side of a theology which should be 
nothing but theology, for a philosophy which should be 
nothing but philosophy. For this reason, St. Thomas 
of Aquino, together with his master, Albertus Magnus, 
is the first, and not the least, of modern philosophers. 

Lastly, it is clear that, considered under this 
aspect and as a discipline which grasps of God all that 
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human thought can conceive, even in this world, 
the study of philosophy appears to St. Thomas as the 
most perfect, the most sublime, the most useful and 
also as the most consoling of studies. The most 
perfect, because man, in proportion as he devotes 
himself to the study of philosophy, shares already here 
in the true beatitude. The most sublime, since man 
raises himself at least a little towards Divine re- 
semblance, as God founded all things in wisdom. The 
most useful, since it leads us to the eternal Kingdom. 
The most consoling, because, according to the word 
of Scripture (Wisd. VIII., 16), her conversation has no 
bitterness, nor her company any tediousness, but joy 
and gladness.* 

Without doubt, certain minds, susceptible only or 
chiefly to logical certitude, will be inclined to contest 
this superiority of metaphysical enquiry. They will 
prefer the certain deductions of physics or mathe- 
matics to the researches which yet declare themselves 
not wholly powerless even in face of the incomprehen- 
sible. But the value of a science is constituted not 
only by its certitude, but also by the status of its 
object. It is vain to offer to minds, tortured by the 
thirst for the Divine, the most certain knowledge con- 
cerning the laws of numbers or the disposition of the 
universe. Straining after an object which eludes them, 
they will try to raise a corner of the veil, only too 
happy to catch sometimes even in dense darkness some 
reflexion of the eternal Light which will illumine them 
one day. To such the least knowledge concerning 
the highest realities seem more desirable than the 
fullest certitude of lesser things.?® At this point we 
find the reconciliation of the extreme distrust of human 
Reason, of the cortempt even which St. Thomas some- 
times displays towards it, with the keen taste he 
always retained for dialectical discussions and argu- 
ments. For when it is a question of attaining to an 
object which its very essence renders inaccessible to us, 
our Reason shows itself powerless and defective in 
all respects. No one was ever more convinced of this 
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insufficiency than St. Thomas. And if, nevertheless, 
he untiringly applies this feeble instrument to the 
highest objects, the reason is that the most obscure 
knowledge, even such as barely deserves the name of 
knowledge, ceases to be contemptible, when it has for 
its object the infinite essence of God. It is from poor 
conjectures, from analogies, at least not wholly in- 
adequate, that we derive our purest and deepest joy. 
The supreme happiness of man in this world is to an- 
ticipate, however confusedly, the vision face to face 
of unchanging Eternity. 
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Chapter III. 


THE ALLEGED EVIDENCE FOR THE 
EXISTENCE OF GOD 


It is said with justice, St. Thomas asserts, that if a 
person wishes to learn, he must begin by believing his 
teacher; for he would never attain to perfect know- 
ledge unless he accepted the truth of such doctrines 
as may be offered to him at first, the justification for 
which he cannot, at that time, discover for himself.4 
This observation is especially true of the Thomistic 
theory of knowledge. We encountered it already in the 
preceding chapter; we shall see that it is the pre- 
supposition of all the proofs of the existence of God; 
it governs further all our affirmations concerning His 
essence. St. Thomas Aquinas does not hesitate to 
burden it with the weight of some of its most im- 
portant consequences, long before he offers the slightest 
justification of the theory itself. 

One feels sometimes tempted to fill what appears a 
gap, and to suggest, by way of Prolegomenon, a theory 
of knowledge which the rest of the doctrine would 
merely show in application. But, if we place our- 
selves at the truly Thomistic point of view, such a 
proceeding would be neither necessary nor quite satis- 
factory. The view that a theory of knowledge must 
necessarily be placed at the beginning of the system, 
attributes to it a function which our philosopher did 
not assign to it. His philosophy is in no sense a 
critical philosophy. Undoubtedly the analysis of 
our faculty of knowing involves as a consequence a 
limitation of its range, but St. Thomas does not dream 
of denying it the power to apprehend being as such. 
What reservations he makes, apply solely to the 
nature of the being which our reason can apprehend 
immediately, and to the mode in which it apprehends. 
Hence, since our reason is always competent with 
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regard to being, though not equally so with regard to- 
all being, nothing prevents us from applying it straight- 
way to the infinite being which is God, and to ask 
what information it can furnish of such an object. 
In other words, the problem whether it is necessary 
to start with a theory of knowledge, has at this point 
only a purely didactic interest; it may be convenient 
to explain this theory to begin with, but there is nothing 
obligatory about such an order of arrangement. 
Moreover, there are reasons for not adopting it. Let 
us note, in the first place that, if the full understanding 
of the proofs of the existence of God presupposes an 
exact determination of our faculty of knowing, this 
determination remains impossible without some pre- 
ceding knowledge of the existence and the essence of 
God. In the mind of St. Thomas, the mode of knowing 
is the direct result of the mode of being; it is therefore 
impossible to establish what is man’s mode of knowing 
before having assigned to man his place in the order 
of thinking beings. In consequence, in cither case, 
we must inevitably make use of certain propositions 
before they have been proved. This being the case, 
there can be no doubt about the preference of St. 
Thomas: the order which he follows is always the 
synthetic order. He takes as his point of departure 
not the principles which from the point of view of the 
subject condition the acquisition of all other know- 
ledge, but the Being which, from the point of view of 
the object, conditions both all being and all knowing. 
The only obligation which St. Thomas imposes upon 
himself is not to make any use of his reason which 
might appear as illegitimate, once the time for analysis 
has come. With this reservation, he avails himself— 
and we shall avail ourselves—of a theory not yet 
proven. To proceed in this manner implies no petitvo 
principii; it means to leave to reason the care of 
proving its value and the conditions of its functioning 
by the wealth and coherence of the results it obtains. 
Our task is to examine the proof of the existence of 
God. It is true that some philosophers consider this 
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a self-evident truth. We shall therefore have first 
. to consider their arguments, which, if well founded, 
would relieve us of the need of all further proof. 

One way of establishing that the existence of God 
is a self-evident truth, consists in showing that we 
possess a natural knowledge of it, “ self-evident,” 
in this sense, meaning something which has no need 
of being proved. This would indeed be so, if the 
existence of God were a truth naturally known to us 
like that of the first principles. Now, St. John 
Damascene asserts that the knowledge of the existence 
of God is naturally instilled in the human heart: 
the existence of God is consequently something known 
of itself* The argument might be presented in 
another form by saying that, since the desire of man 
naturally tends towards God as man’s ultimate end, 
the existence of God must of necessity be known of 
itself.4 

It is not difficult to recognise the doctors whose 
arguments St. Thomas here reproduces.® They are 
either his predecessors, like John of La Rochelle,* or his 
contemporaries, like St. Bonaventure, for whom all 
the other proofs had little more than the value of 
dialectical exercises. Only the intimate knowledge 
of God’s existence can give us evident certitude of it: 
Deus praesentissimus est ipst animae et eo ipso cog- 
noscibilis.? St. Thomas is consequently prepared to 
challenge the Augustinian school on this point. He 
straightway denies in the first place that we possess 
an innate knowledge of the existence of God. What 
is innate in us is not this knowledge, but only the 
principles which will allow us to work back to God, 
as first Cause, by reasoning from His effects.8 We 
shall find the justification of this reservation, when 
we come to study the origin of our knowledge. And 
if the reply is made on the other side, that we know 
God naturally, since we tend towards Him as to 
our end,® we must admit this in a certain sense. It is 
true that man tends naturally towards God, since he 
tends towards his beatitude which is God. We must, 
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however, distinguish: man tends towards his beatitude 
and his beatitude is God; but he may tend towards 
his beatitude without knowing that God is his beatitude. 
In point of fact, many consider wealth as the supreme 
Good; others pleasure. It is consequently in a quite 
confuse manner that we can be said to tend towards 
God and to know God naturally. To know that a man 
is coming along is not knowing Peter, although it 
may be Peter who is coming along; in the same way 
knowing that there is a supreme Good, does not mean 
knowing God, although God is the supreme Good.” 
Having disposed of the philosophers who consider 
the existence of God as a matter of natural knowledge, 
we meet those who base it upon a self-evident reason- 
ing, i.e. upon the simple application of the principle 
of non-contradiction. Such are all the doctors who 
argue from the idea of truth as their starting-point. 
It is self-evident that truth exists, we are told, for to 
deny that truth exists, is to concede its existence. 
Indeed, if truth does not exist, it is true that truth 
does not exist; but if anything true does exist, then 
truth necessarily exists. Now, God is truth itself, 
according to the words of St. John: Ego sum via, 
veritas et vita. Consequently it is self-evident that 
God exists. Moreover, it is self-evident that God 
has always existed; for of everything that is, it was first 
true that it was to be. Now, truth exists; con- 
sequently it was first true that truth had to exist. 
Now, God is the truth; it is, therefore, impossible to 
think that God has not always existed." .These 
proofs the first origin of which seems to have been an 
argument used by St. Augustine against the sceptics!* 
had been propounded by Alexander of Hales in his 
“Summa theologica.’4 St. Thomas opposes to these 
arguments a categorical verdict of “non-suited.” 
They all rest on the same equivocation, in arguing 
from any truth to the First Truth which is the source 
of all truth. What is self-evident is that, in a general 
way, truth exists, like being exists; and especially 
the first argument succeeds in demonstrating this. 
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But it proves by no means that this truth—and, since 
truth rests on being, this being—which cannot be 
conceived as non-existent, is the first Being, the Cause 
-of all being. We cannot know it, unless faith leads 
us to believe it or reason proves it to us. But it is in 
no way self-evident. The same applies to the second 
argument: it is valid, if it refers to an indeterminate 
truth, not if it refers to God. Assuming, per im- 
possibile, that at a given moment nothing had existed; 
at that moment there would not have been any being, 
and yet there would have been matter for truth. 
Non-being, can, in fact, offer matter for truth as well 
as being, since one can speak the truth about non- 
being no less than about being. Whence it follows 
that at that moment there would have been matter 
for truth, but not truth itself. It is consequently 
possible to conceive that truth has not always existed. 
Thisis not the road whereby we can make our way to God. 

Another way remains, however, still open to us. 
Truths are called self-evident when it is sufficient, 
in order to know them, to know their terms. If, 
for instance, I know what a “whole” is and what a 
“part” is, I know at the same time that the whole is 
greater than the part. Now, the truth that God 
exists, is a truth of this kind. We mean, in fact, by 
the term “God” something than which we cannot 
conceive anything greater. But something that exists 
at the same time in our mind and in reality, is greater 
than something existing in our mind only. Hence, 
since, when we understand the word “God,” we form 
the idea in our mind, and therewith God exists in our 
mind, it follows that God also exists in reality. Con- 
sequently it is self-evident that God exists.% The 
reader will have recognised St. Anselm’s argument. 
Alexander of Hales seems to have taken it up on his 
own account,'® and St. Bonaventure still defended it 
against the objections raised by Gaunilon.” St, 
Thomas aims here again at the Augustinian philosophy 
and this proof, according to him, contains in fact two 
main flaws. 
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The first is to suppose that everyone necessarily 
means by the term “God” a being than which no 
greater can be conceived. Now, many of the ancients 
considered that our universe was God, and among all 
the interpretations enumerated by St. John Damascene, 
there is none which amounts to the definition under 
discussion. For all such minds the existence of God 
could not be evident a priori, Secondly, even granting 
that by the word “God” everybody understood a 
being than which no greater could be conceived, the 
real existence of such a being would not necessarily 
follow. If we grasp in our mind the meaning of these 
words, it does not follow that God exists, except in 
our mind. The necessary existence of a being than 
which ‘no greater can be conceived, is therefore neces- 
sary only in our mind, and only after the above defini- 
tion has been accepted; but it follows by no means that 
this being, so conceived, possesses a real and de facto 
existence. There is therefore no contradiction in 
asserting that God does not exist. As long as the real 
existence of a being than which no greater can be con- 
ceived is not conceded, we can always conceive a being 
greater than any given being, either in our mind or in 
reality.18 But since, ex hypothesi, our opponent denies 
God’s existence, we shall find it impossible, by this 
argument, to force him to admit it. 

The attitude adopted by St. Thomas in face of all 
the a priori proofs is particularly significant. It en- 
lightens us perhaps but little concerning the intentions 
of their authors, but throws a vivid light upon the 
Thomistic idea of proof and indicates the conditions 
which according to St. Thomas have to be met by 
any valid proof of the existence of God. Let us note 
in the first place that all the arguments criticised by 
our doctor are presented as leading up to the same 
conclusion: viz. that the existence of God is a truth 
known of itself, i.e. a truth which requires no proof 
in the strict sense of the term. One conceives the 
possibility of interpreting in this sense the assertion 
of an innate knowledge of the existence of God. In the 
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case of Bonaventure, for instance, it is not so much a 
proof as rather the final confirmation of all proofs; 
it adds inner certitude to the logical conviction pro- 
duced by arguments. The proof drawn from the idea 
of truth and that of St. Anselm present themselves, 
on the contrary, as proofs in the proper sense of the 
term, sufficient of themselves to force us to assent to 
them. What reason can St. Thomas have for his 
refusal to recognise them as such? The reason is that 
he interprets, from the Thomistic point of view, 
proofs formulated from the Augustinian point of view. 

The three aforesaid arguments rest upon a concep- 
tion of intellectual knowledge which St. Thomas 
cannot accept. The postulate on which they are based 
is that we could have no idea either of God, or of a 
subsistent truth, or of a being than which no greater 
can be conceived, unless these ideas had been im- 
planted in us by God, or rather unless they were that 
very being and that very truth, shared in a finite mode 
by our human understanding. On such an hy- 
pothesis, the @ priort proofs cannot provide any 
transition from the idea to being; for it is being which 
is the starting-point of the argument. Underlying 
St. Thomas’ criticisms, however, we find an entirely 
different postulate, namely that all our knowledge 
originates from sensory intuitions. The being which 
we apprehend directly is the idea realised in matter; 
it is therefore a sophism to try and prove that the very 
being we apprehend is none other than God. Thus 
emptied of its realistic content, the argument of St. 
Anselm is no longer the analysis of an essence: it has 
turned into the analysis of a simple abstract notion. 
The only problem in that case is to know whether our 
conception of God or of truth is such as to allow us to 
discover the link which, in God Himself, unites essence 
and existence. Now, according to St. Thomas, it 
neither is nor can it be such. 

To admit that such a knowledge of God is accessible to 
man in this world, is equivalent to supposing that our 
reason is naturally capable of apprehending what is in 
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itself purely intelligible; and moreover, that the more 
an object is in itself intelligible, the more must it be 
so to us. Bonaventure argued in this sense that, if 
the mountains could give us the strength to carry 
them, we should be able to carry the higher mountains 
more easily than the smaller.1® But there is a fallacy 
in this: the analysis of our faculty of knowing shows 
that the apprehension of the purely intelligible is 
impossible for a being which is, like ourselves, at the 
same time material and spiritual. The object which 
possesses the highest degree of intelligibility—and this 
is the case of God, since in Him essence and existence 
are identical—may consequently remain perpetually 
present without our ever apprehending it. There is a 
disproportion, a lack of adaptation between our under- 
standing, attuned as it is to sensory things, and such 
an object: in the same way the eye of the owl cannot 
see the sun. What would, accordingly, be needed for 
the existence of God to appear to us as self-evident ? 
We should need to be delivered from our body to 
apprehend this purely intelligible being which is His 
essence; then we should at once discover that His 
existence is necessarily implied in it. Thus when we 
shall be able to contemplate the essence of God in 
our blessed state, His existence will be known to us 
much more evidently than the principle of non- 
contradiction is known to us now.”® 
The existence of God is, therefore, not an evident 
truth. Those who think so have been led into error 
by their long established habit of believing that God 
exists, as well as by the natural illusion which leads them 
to think that a truth evident of itself is also evident to 
us.24. But does it follow therefrom, as some believed, 
that the existence of God is an undemonstrable truth? 
Already Maimonides knew that kind of religious mind 
which, holding that this truth was neither evident nor 
demonstrable, claimed to hold it only on faith.” 
Such an attitude is unquestionably not without justi- 
fication. Some of the proofs of the existence of God 
are so feeble that they raise a doubt whether any good 
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proofs can be found. On the other hand, philosophers 
show that in God essence and existence are identical; 
that therefore to know His existence means to know 
His essence. But His essence remains unknowable to 
us; hence it should be the same with His existence. 
Lastly, is it not true, as we have suggested, that the 
principles of proof originate in sense-perception? 
And does it then not follow that all that exceeds the 
sense and sensible world, is unamenable to proof??4 — 
Yet we are assured of the contrary by the word of the 
Apostle: Invisibilia Dei per ea quae facta sunt, intellecta, 
conspiciuntur.4 It is indeed incontestable that in God 
essence and existence are identical. But this is true of 
the existence in which God subsists eternally in Him- 
self ; not of the existence to which our finite mind can rise 
when, by demonstration, it establishes that God is. 
We are consequently able without attaining to the 
essence of God or the fullness of the infinite being which 
He possesses, to demonstrate this existence, expressed 
in the conclusion: God exists.” Again it is certain that 
God exceeds all our senses and all sensible objects; but 
His effects, whence we start to establish His existence, 
are, on the contrary, sense-objects. The fact accord- 
ingly remains that our knowledge of the supersensible 
takes its origin in the sensible. But we must remember 
that in the arguments whereby we prove the existence 
of God, we cannot take as principle the essence or 
quiddity of God, which is unknown to us. The proof 
propter quid being impossible, we are left with the 
proof quia.2* The only road which can lead us to a 
knowledge of the Creator must be cut through the 
things of sense. The immediate access to the Cause 
being barred to us, it remains for us to divine it with 
the help of its effects. 


nr WD 


EVIDENCE FOR EXISTENCE OF GOD 45 


NOTES TO CHAPTER III. 


. De Verit., qu. XIV., art. 10, ad Resp. 

. Cont. Gent., I. 10, 

-. oum. theol., 1. 2, 1,ad 1™, 

. Cont. Gent., I. ro. 

. For the identification of the writers whom St. Thomas 


opposed on the question of the proofs of the existence of 
God, cf. esp. Grunwald, Geschichte der Gottesbeweise im 
Miitelalier bis sum Ausgang der Hochscholastik, Mimster, 
1907; Cl. Baeumker, Witelo, ein Philosoph und Naturforscher 
des XIII. Jahrhunderts, Minster, 1908, p. 286-338. 


. Cf. Manser, Johann von Rupelia, Jahrb. f. Phil, u. spek. 


Theol. -19rr, Bd. XXVI., H. 3;-p. 304. 


. Bonav., De mysterio Triniiatis, quaest. disp., IX., ta, 


concl. 10. See other texts in G. Palhoriés, Saint Bona- 
venture, Paris, 1923, p. 78-84. 


Dea evil.. CUnan.g atta 12, ag 13s 
. Cf, St. Augustine, De Hb. arbtiy., 1, I1., c.-9, no. 26; P. L., 


XXXITI., col. 1254. 


tN. NCO, Us 2, 1, ad 1™3) Cont. Gent., I. 11, ad 4™@; De 


Verit., X, 12, ad 5™. 


. Joann., 14, 6; Sum. theol., I. 2, 1,ad 3™; De Verit., X., art. 12, 


ada 


ee DeaVervit., X., att. 12, ad. 3™, 
5 GOH My Te Lilley Cx itl, OR IES Nhs DO. OSs Cab ie: 
. I., qu. 3, membr. 1. Cf. the texts in Grunwald, op. cit, 


Pp. 97-98. 


. Sum. theol., I. 2, 1, ad 2™; Coni. Gent., I. I0, 

. See Grunwald, op, ci., p. 98-100. 

wet... 14 Gist. LID., p. 1, qu. 1, concl. 6. 

. Cont. Gent., I. 11; Sum. theol., I. 2, 1, ad 2™ 
pOeuis dist 1, attest qual, aqi2 >. 

. Coni, Gent., I. 11; De Verit., X. 12, ad Resp. 

. Cont. Gent., I. 11; Sum. theol., I. 2, 1, ad Resp. 
. De Verit., qu. X., art. 12, ad Resp. 

. Cont. Gent., I. 12. 


FRom., 1. 20. 


. Cont. Gent., I. 12. 
. Cont. Gent., I. 12; Sum, theol., I. 2, 2, ad Resp. 


Chapter IV. 


FIRST PROOF OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. 


Tue Thomistic proofs of the existence of God are 
formulated in the “Summa theologica” and in the 
“Summa contra Gentiles.”! In both works the 
proofs are substantially the same; but they differ in 
the manner of their exposition. In a general way the 
proofs of the “Summa theologica’’ are presented in a 
very succinct and simplified form (we must remember 
that the “Summa” is addressed to beginners, “Sum. 
theol.” prolog.) ;they also attack the problem in its most 
metaphysical aspect. In the “Summa contra Gentiles,” 
on the contrary, the philosophical demonstrations are 
developed with great minuteness and may be said to 
take up the problem in a more physical form and to 
appeal more frequently to sense-experience. We shall 
deal with each proof successively in both forms of its 
exposition. 

Although, according to St. Thomas, the five proofs 
which he gives of the existence of God, are all con- 
clusive, they do not, in his opinion, all possess the 
same evidential character. From this point of view 
the proof based on the consideration of movement is 
superior to the other four.2. Hence St. Thomas is at 
pains to elucidate it with all completeness and to prove 
its minutest propositions. 

The first beginnings of the proof may be found in 
Aristotle.3 Of course it remained unknown as long 
as Aristotle’s Physics itself, i.e. till towards the end of 
the XIIth century. If we take it as the character- 
istic feature of the proof that it starts from the con- 
sideration of cosmic movement and establishes the 
principle “Nothing is set in motion of itself” on the 
conceptions of act and potency (actus, potentia)*, we 
may say that it appears for the first time in the work 
of Adelhard of Bath. It recurs in its complete form in 
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Albertus Magnus who propounds it as an addition to the 
proofs of Peter the Lombard and borrows it, without 
doubt, from Maimonides.® 

The “Summa theologica” sets out the proof in the 
following form: It is certain—and our senses witness to 
the fact—that there is movement in the world; every- 
thing that moves is set in motion by something. 
Nothing, in fact, is in motion unless it be in potency 
with regard to that towards which it is moved; and 
nothing fer contra, moves anything except as it is in 
act*. To set a thing in motion means to cause it to pass 
from potency to act. Now, a thing can only be 
brought from potency toact bysomething which is in act. 
For instance, it is heat in act (for example fire) which 
makes the wood, which is only potentially hot, actually 
hot, and to that extent, moves and alters it. But it 
is impossible for a thing to be both in act and in potency 
at the same time in reference to the same things. Thus 
an actually hot thing cannot at the same time be 
actually cold, but only potentially cold. It is therefore 
impossible for a thing to be, at the same time and :‘ 
reference to the same things, both mover and moved, 
i.e. set in motion by itself. Whence we see that every- 
thing that is in motion, is moved by something else. 
If, on the other hand, that by which a thing is moved, 
is itself in movement, the reason is that it is, in its 
turn, set in motion by some other mover, which is 
again moved by another thing and so on. But it is 
impossible to regress in this way ad infinitum, because, 
in that case, there would be no first mover, nor 
consequently other movers, for the second mover 
imparts movement only because the first set it in 
motion, as a stick moves only because the hand 
imparts movement to it. To explain movement it is 
consequently necessary to regress to a first mover 
which is itself not set in motion by anything, i.e. 
to God. The reader will have noticed the very 
general form given here to the idea of movement. 


* See for explanation of the terms ‘‘potency’’ and ‘‘act,’’ the 
explanatory note at the end of this Chapter. 
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It is reduced to the conceptions of act and potency, 
transcendental conceptions which divide all being. 
What forms the basis of the whole proof in the “Summa 
theologica” is presented in the “Summa contra 
Gentiles”? as only one of the possible foundations 
of the proof; and this proof itself appears there in two 
forms, the one direct, the other indirect. 

The direct proof, propounded by Aristotle, can be 
summarised as follows: Everything that is set in 
motion, is so moved by something else. Now, it is a 
matter of sense-experience that there is movement; 
for instance, the movement of the sun. Consequently 
the sun moves, because something sets it in motion. 
But that which sets it in motion is either itself set in 
motion or it is not. If it is not, we have reached our 
conclusion, viz. the necessity of positing an immobile 
mover which we call God. If it is moved, there must 
be another mover that imparts movement to it. 
Therefore we must either regress to infinity or posit 
an immobile mover; now the regress to infinity is 
impossible: consequently we must assume a first 
immobile mover. 

In this proof, two propositions require to be estab- 
lished, first, that everything in motion receives move- 
ment by some other thing, and secondly, that we cannot 
regress to infinity in the series of things moved and 
moving. 

Aristotle proves the first of these propositions by 
three arguments. The first presupposes in its turn 
three hypotheses. First: for a thing to be in motion 
of itself, it must contain in itself the principle of its 
movement; otherwise it is evidently set in motion 
by some other thing. Secondly: the thing must be 
moved 7 toto, i.e. it must be in motion in respect of its 
whole and not in respect of one of its parts, as an 
animal is moved by the movement of its foot; in which 
case it cannot be said that the whole thing moves 
itself, but only that one part of the whole moves 
another part. The third hypothesis is that the thing 
in question must be divisible and have parts, since, 
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according to Aristotle, everything that is in motion 
is divisible.* With these assumptions, we can prove 
that nothing can set itself in motion. That which we 
assume to be moving itself, is moved in toto, hence the 
repose of one of its parts implies the repose of the | 
whole.§ Indeed, if one part remained at rest, while 
another is in motion, it would no longer be the whole 
which is set in motion 7m toto, but one part which is in 
motion, while the other would be at rest. Now, 
nothing the repose of which depends on the repose of 
another thing, moves of itself. If, in fact, the repose 
of one thing depends on the repose of another, of 
necessity its movement also depends on the movement 
of another, and consequently, it does not set itself 
in motion. And since the thing which we assume to 
be in motion does not set itself in motion, it follows 
necessarily that everything in motion is moved by 
another thing. 

The second proof of Aristotle is an induction. 
Everything that is moved by accident does not set 
itself in motion; its motion in fact depends on another 
thing. The same is also evident of everything that 
undergoes a violent movement or is set in motion by 
its nature or contains the principle of its movement in 
itself, such things for instance as animals which are 
moved by their soul, or all those things which are 
moved by their nature without containing in them- 
selves the principle of their movements, such as heavy 


* Phys., VIII. 5. The proof of this is to be found in Phys., 
IV., 4, for ‘‘motion’’ and ‘‘mutation’’ are the same thing. 
Aristotle is here speaking of continuous motion, therefore strictly 
of local motion, and of other kinds of motion (such as change) 
only insofar as they are continuous, as St. Thomas points out 
in his commentary on this passage (/ect. 5, par. 16). In such 
continuous movement the moving thing does not pass instan- 
taneously from the sphere AB to the sphere CD, but partly 
relinquishes the sphere AB, as it partly reaches the sphere CD. 
Thus it is in AB and CD at the same time -—not completely in 
both, for this is impossible—but part of it is in AB and part in 
CD. The motion is completed when all the parts have left AB 
and are in CD. Therefore anything that moves by continuous 
motion has parts and is divisible (cf. ibid., lect. 5, par. 16). 


E 


50 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


or light bodies which are moved by their places of 
origin.* Now, everything that is in motion is set in 
motion either by itself or by accident. If moved by 
accident, it does not set itself in motion; if it sets 
itself in motion it is moved either by violence or by 
nature; if it is moved by nature it is moved either by 
its own nature like the animal, or by another, like the 
heavy or light bodies. Thus all that is in motion is 
moved by something else. 

The third proof of Aristotle is the following: nothing 
is at the same time, in reference to the same things, 
both in act and in potency. But everything is in 
potency in as far as it is set in motion, for movement is 
the act of that which is in potency, in as far as it is in 
potency. Now all things which impart movement are 
insofar in act, since nothing acts except it be in act. 
Consequently nothing is at the same time and in 
respect of the same things, both mover in act and 
moved: therefore, nothing moves of itself. 

There remains our second proposition, viz. that an 
infinite regress in the series of things moved and moving 
is impossible. Here again Aristotle gives three 
arguments. 

The first is as follows: if you regress ad infinitum in 
the series of things moved and moving, you must 
assume an infinite number of bodies, for everything 
that is in motion is divisible and consequently a body. 
Now, every body which moves and is moved, is set in 
motion at the same time as it imparts movement. 
Hence, all this infinite number of bodies which impart 
movement because they themselves are in motion, 
must move simultaneously, if one of them moves. 
But each of them must, as it is in itself a finite body, 
move in a finite time, therefore the infinite number of 
bodies moving simultaneously, must be in motion in a 


* A heavy body tends to find its natural position by movifig 
downwards, a light body by moving upwards, Therefore the 
former moves downwards when its support is removed, and the 
latter upwards when it is released, Their natural positions 
are therefore indirectly the cause of their movements, 
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finite time. But this is impossible. It is therefore 
impossible to regress ad infinitum in the series of things 
moved and moving. 

Moreover, the impossibility of an infinite number of 
bodies to be in motion in a finite time, is proved by 
Aristotle in this way: the thing that gives and the 
thing that receives motion must be together, as 
can be shown inductively by reviewing all the kinds 
of movement. But bodies can be together only by 
continuity or contiguity. Since therefore all the 
things moved and moving are necessarily bodies, they 
must form, as it were, a single moving object, the 
parts of which are in contiguity or continuity. And 
thus a single infinite thing would have to be in motion - 
in a finite time,—a proposition which Aristotle has 
proved to be impossible. 

The second argument, showing the impossibility of 
infinite regress, is as tollows: if a series of things 
moved and moving are arranged in order, i.e. if they 
form a series in which each thing gives movement to 
the next, it is inevitable that, if the first mover dis- 
appears or ceases to move, none of the following things 
will be either moving or moved: it is in fact the first 
mover that imparts the power of movement to all the 
others. Now, if we deal with an infinite series of 
things moved and moving, there will be no first 
mover and all the things will function as intermediate 
movers. Consequently, in the absence of a first 
mover, nothing will be moved and there will be no 
movement in the world. 

The third argument amounts to the same as the 
preceding, except that the order of the terms is in- 
verted. We begin with the superior term and argue 
thus: the intermediate moving cause cannot impart 
movement, unless there be a primary moving cause. 
But in an infinite regress of a series of moved and 
moving things, all are at the same time moved and 
moving. Therefore only intermediate moving causes 
exist, and, since there is no primary moving cause, 
there will be no movement in the world; unless, indeed, 
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we should ever observe an axe or saw operating without 
the action of the carpenter. 

This is the proof of the two propositions which, as we 
saw, form the foundation of the first proof by which 
Aristotle establishes the existence of a first immobile 
mover. 

The same conclusion can also be established indirectly, 
i.e. by showing that the proposition “Whatever is in 
motion is set in motion by another” is not a necessary 
proposition.* If, indeed, everything that is in motion, 
is set in motion, and if this proposition is true only by 
accident, it is not necessary. It is therefore possible 
that none of the things that impart movement are 
themselves in motion. But our opponent admits 
that a thing that is not itself in motion, does not set 
another in motion; if therefore it is possible that 
nothing is in motion, it is also possible that nothing 
imparts movement and that, consequently, there is 
no longer any movement. Now, Aristotle holds it to 
be impossible that movement should cease at any 
moment. It follows that our starting-point is in- 
acceptable, i.e. that it cannot happen that none of 
the things in motion should not be set in motion and 
that, in consequence, the proposition “Whatever is 
in motion, is set in motion by another,” is true of 
necessity, and not by accident. 

Again, the same conclusion may be reached by an 
appeal to experience. Aristotle asserts® that if two 
properties are joined in a subject by accident, and one 
of these may be found to occur without the other, 
it is probable that the second may also be found 
without the first. If, for example, we find both 


* In a “‘necessary’’ proposition the predicate is contained 
in the very notion of the subject and the truth of the proposition 
is absolute and universal. In an ‘‘accidental’’ or ‘‘contingent”’ 
proposition the predicate is not included in the notion of the 
subject, though not repugnant to it, and the proposition is true 
only in particular cases. Thus: ‘‘Man is a rational animal” 
(a necessary proposition) is true absolutely and universally of all 
men. ‘‘Men are learned’’ (an accidental proposition) is true 
only of some, not of all. 
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“white” and “musician” in Socrates and in Plato, and 
we can find somewhere else “white” without “musi- 
cian,”’ it is likely that in another subject “musician” 
may be found to occur without “white.” If therefore 
the properties of mover and moved are found together 
by accident in one thing, and if we find somewhere 
the property of “being in motion” without finding 
that of “mover,” it is probable that we may find 
elsewhere a mover which is not in motion.1® The 
conclusion in this case goes in fact beyond its objective. 
In proving that this proposition, “Whatever is in 
motion is set in motion by another,” is not true by 
accident, we prove at the same time that, if the relation 
between mover and moved object were accidental, 
the possibility or rather the probability of a first 
mover is by that very fact established. 

The proposition, “Whatever is in motion is set in 
motion by another,” is accordingly not true by accident. 
Is it true per se? If it is true per se, again an im- 
possibility results. The mover may receive either a 
motion of the same kind as the one it imparts, or a 
motion of a different kind. If the movement is of the 
same kind, it follows that everything that produces a 
change, is itself changed, everything that heals is 
itself healed, everything that instructs, is instructed, 
etc., and all this in reference to the same things (the 
same science, etc.). But this is impossible; for, if he 
who instructs must, indeed, possess the science he 
teaches, it is no less necessary that he who learns that 
science, should not possess it. If, on the other hand, 
it is a question of a movement of a different kind, so 
that (for instance) something which imparts a move- 
ment of change, itself receives a movement affecting 
its position in space, and that which is moved from 
its place, sets in motion a change in volume, and so 
forth, it would follow, since the kinds and forms of 
movement are finite in number, that a regress ad 
infinitum would be impossible, and thus again we must 
find a first mover which itself is not set in motion 
by any other. 
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The objection will perhaps be raised that, after 
having passed through all kinds and manners of move- 
ment, we must come back to the first kind and close 
the circle—so that the thing which moved another 
in space, was itself changed, and that which changed, 
was increased in volume, and that which increased the 
other in volume, was in its turn, moved in space. 
But we should always come back to the same con- 
clusion: that which sets up a movement of a certain 
kind, is itself set in motion in the same manner; the 
only difference is that it would be moved indirectly 
instead of directly. In either case, the same im- 
possibility forces us to posit a first mover, not set 
in motion by anything outside itself. 

The conclusion reached is accordingly as follows: 
this proposition, ““Whatever is in motion is set in 
motion by another,” is true neither by accident nor 
per se. Consequently there must be a mover which 
is not set in motion from outside. The preceding 
argument had proved, in the first place, that, in the 
order of secondary things, everything that is in motion, 
is set in motion by something else. St. Thomas 
therefore opposed this thesis that it is possible to 
find movement without a mover, but only to show 
that a first mover must be assumed at the beginning of 
every movement. Here, on the contrary, he does not 
confine the bearing of the principle omne movens 
movetur to the order of secondary things. He gives it, 
by hypothesis, an absolute value, and if he—as we 
shall see presently—criticises it, it is not so much 
because this principle allows us to affirm that there is 
no movement without mover in secondary things, as 
because it might be taken to deny the proposition 
“there is no first immobile mover.” 

At the same time the distinctive character of this 
new line of argument is evident. St. Thomas places 
himself at the point of view of a hypothetical op- 
ponent, asserting: everything that moves, is set in 
motion. If it is logically impossible to conceive of a 
mover which is not itself in motion, then there cannot 
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be God, i.e. a first Mover, Himself unmoved. But if, 
on the contrary, this proposition, taken absolutely, 
possesses neither accidental nor necessary truth, it 
follows that the contrary proposition is necessarily 
true: there is a first Mover who is not in motion. 

Our second demonstration is, however, still in- 
complete. It does not follow from the fact that there 
is a first Mover, unmoved from outside, that there 
exists a first Mover who is absolutely immobile. 
Hence Aristotle points out that the expression “a 
first Mover, not set in motion” is ambiguous. It can, 
in the first place, mean an absolutely immobile first 
Mover; in that case our conclusion holds. But it can 
also mean that this first Mover receives no movement 
from outside, while conceding that it may move 
itself and may not, therefore, be absolutely immobile. 
But is this being which moves itself, set in motion as 
a whole, by the whole of itself? Then we relapse into 
our former difficulty, viz. that the same being is 
teaching and taught, in potency and in act at the 
same time and in the same respects. Should we say, 
ber contra, that only a part of this being is the mover, 
while another part is set in motion? Then we reach 
again our conclusion: there is a mover which is nothing 
but mover, i.e. which is entirely immobile. 

Such are, in their essential elements, the proofs 
of the existence of the first Mover propounded in the 
“Summa contra Gentes” (I. 13). It is easy to see 
that, in the mind of St. Thomas the conception of a 
first Mover coincides with that of God. Inthe “Summa 
theologica” he is of opinion that, if we speak of a first 
Mover, not set in motion by anything else, everyone 
will understand that we mean God." Not that St. 
Thomas expects us to accept this conclusion as pure 
and simple evidence: we shall get the full proof when 
he developes all the Divine attributes which human 
reason can apprehend, from the conception of a first 
immobile Mover. In particular the “Compendium 
theologiae” shows the development of the notions of 
eternity, simplicity, aseity, unity and, in short, of all 
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the attributes, characteristic of the essence of God, 
from this single principle. . 

The reader will also have noticed in the preceding 
‘demonstration the absence of all reference to any 
beginning of movement in time. The proof in no way 
considers movement as a present reality the existence 
of which requires an efficient cause in the past, which 
is God. It aims simply at establishing that in the 
universe as actually given, movement, as actually 
given, would be unintelligible without a first Mover 
communicating it to all things. In other words the 
impossibility of an infinite regress must not be taken 
as an infinite regress in time, but as applying to the 
present consideration of the universe. The point 
might also be stated by saying that nothing would be 
changed in the structure of the proof, if the false 
assumption of the eternity of the movement were ad- 
mitted. St. Thomas knows this and states it ex- 
pressly.% If we admit, in accordance with Catholic 
dogma, that the world and movement have had a 
beginning in time, we should be in much the most 
favourable position to prove the existence of God. 
For if the world and movement have had a begin- 
ning, the necessity of positing a cause which has pro- 
duced movement and the world, is self-evident. 
Everything, in fact, which is produced, requires a cause 
originating the new thing, since nothing can transfer 
itself from potency to act, or from non-being to being. 
As easy as a proof of this kind is, as difficult is it, if 
we assume the eternity of the world and of movement. 
Yet we find St. Thomas giving preference to this 
relatively difficult and obscure form of proof.4 The 
explanation is that in his opinion a proof of the exis- 
tence of God from the necessity of a creator producing 
movement and everything else within time, would 
never be a conclusive proof from the strictly philo- 
sophical point of view. We shall see that, from the 
point of view of simple reason, it is impossible to 
prove that the world has had a beginning. On this 
score St. Thomas is immovably opposed to the 
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Franciscan school and up to that point adopts Aris- 
totelianism. To demonstrate the existence of God 
ex suppositione novitatts mundi, would, when all is said 
and done, make the existence of God a truth of Faith, 
dependent on the credence given to the account of 
Genesis; it would no longer be’a philosophical truth, 
proved by demonstration. By taking up this position 
and by proving the existence of God on the assumption 
of an eternal movement, St. Thomas proves it a fortiori 
on the hypothesis of a universe and movement which 
have had a beginning. His proof accordingly remains 
unassailable and coherent with the whole of his teaching. 

Lastly, it is important to explain why an infinite 
regress at the present moment when we consider the 
universe, would be an absurdity. The reason is that 
the causes, on the series of which we argue, are hier- 
archically arranged; i.e. that on the assumption on 
which the proof from the first Mover rests, everything 
that is in motion is given motion by a moving cause, 
superior to all else, and consequently is the cause both 
of its own movement and of its moving power. What 
the superior cause has to account for, is not only the 
movement of an individual thing of any degree (for 
another individual of the same degree would suffice 
to explain it, as one stone moves another stone), but 
the movement of the whole species. It is true that, 
taking our standpoint within a species, we see without 
difficulty the sufficient reason of the individuals or of 
the movements in question, once the species is given; 
but each individual or each moving cause, having ex 
hypothesi received from another its nature and power of 
movement, can no longer be considered as being itself 
the cause of its nature or its power. But the problem 
presents itself in the same manner for each individual of 
the species under discussion, since, for each, the nature 
defining it, has been received from outside. The suff- 
cient reason for the efficacy of the individuals must 
therefore be sought outside or above the species. Con- 
sequently we must either suppose that whatever re- 
ceives its nature, is at the same time the cause of it and 
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therefore the cause of itself—which is absurd; or that 
everything which acts by virtue of a nature received, is 
only an instrumental cause, leading back, through 
superior causes, to a first cause: oportel omnes causas in- 
feriores agentes reduci im causas supertores sicut instru- 
mentales in primarias.% In this sense it may be said not 
only that the ascending series ot hierarchically arranged 
causes is not infinite, but even that its terms are not 
very numerous: Videmus enim omnia quae moventur 
ab aliis moveri, inferiora quidem per superiora; sicut 
elementa per corpora coelestia, inferiora a superioribus 
aguntur1® The proof from the first Mover displays 
its full significance only on the assumption of an 
hierarchically ordered universe. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER IV. 


* The principle of the real distinction between Act and 
Potency is one of the most fundamental and far-reaching principles 
in Thomistic philosophy, having for St. Thomas an even wider 
application than for Aristotle from whom it emanated. The two 
notions are complementary and are practically synonymous 
with ‘‘being determined’’ and ‘‘being determinable.’ In this 
context ‘‘potency’’ represents ‘‘passive potency,’ as distinct 
from ‘‘active potency’’ or ‘‘faculty.”” It is a principle or 
aptitude of receiving or becoming. St. Thomas defines it as 
‘‘principium per quod alicui competit ut moveatur vel patiatur 
ab alio’’ (Comm. Met., V., lect. 14). The realisation of this 
aptitude or capability is known as “‘act.”” As St. Thomas says: 
“*Just as the action is the complementary perfection of an active 
potency, so that which corresponds to the passive potency, as 
its perfection and completion, is called act.’’ (Comm. Sent., 
eicist cE qua la tatt. Dade) 

In God there is no passive capability at all. He is Pure Act, 
i.e. He has—or more correctly, He is—every possible perfection. 
But in all other beings there is passive potency of some kind. 
In the pure spirits the distinction must be drawn between their 
““essence,’’ which has the capability of being, and their ‘‘exist- 
ence,” which is the actualisation of that capability. In 
material beings there is yet a further capability resulting from 
the nature of matter. This may be the capability of coming 
to be or of passing away, or that of local movement. The latter 
is included in the former, though not necessarily vice-versa. Man 
has both these potencies, but the celestial bodies, the potency of 
whose matter is completely actualised by their form from the first 
moment of their existence, have only that of local motion. g 

In the more detailed application of ‘‘potency’”’ and “‘act,” as- 
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in the distinction between the soul and its faculties, between 
the active and the possible intellect, in short wherever there is 
a determination of something hitherto undetermined, the general 
doctrine here given, will serve as a guide. The scope of its 
application can be seen in the following dictum: Actus et potentia 
dividunt ens et quodlibet genus entis. 
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A convenient work is: E. Krebs, Scholastische Texte. I. 
Thomas von Aquin. Texte zum Gottesbeweis, ausgewahit und 
chronologisch geordnet, Bonn, 1912. The various Thomistic 
texts are there collected in chronological order. 


. Sum. theol., I. 2, 3, ad Resp. 
. Phys., VIII. 5, 3t1a, 4ff.; Metaph., XII. 6, 1071b, 3ff. 


Cf. E. Rolfes, Die Gottesbeweise bei Thomas von Aquin und 
Aristoteles, Koln, 1898. 


. See Baeumker, Witelo, p. 332ff. 
. Guide, tr. Munk, Vol. II., p. 29-36; L.-G. Lévy, Maimonide, 


p. 126-127. 


. Sum. theol., I. 2, 3, ad Resp. 
. S. Weber, Der Goittesbeweis aus der Bewegung bet Thomas von 


Aquin auf seinen Wortlaut untersucht, Freiburg i/B., 1902. 
We follow the reading sequitur, as non sequitur seems quite 
inacceptable. Concerning this textual controversy see Grun- 
wald, op. cit., p. 136, where all the necessary references can 
be found. The reading is moreover adopted in the Leonine 
edition, Vol. XIII., p. 31. 


. Phys., VIII. 5, 256b, 20. 
. This argument had already been adopted by Maimonides, 


Guide to the Erving, tr. Munk, II., p. 36, and by Albertus 
Magnus, De caus. et Proc, universit., I., tr. I, c. 7; ed. 
Jammy, Vol. V., p.. 534b, 535a. See also on this point 
and the various examples quoted, Baeumker, Witelo, p. 326. 


. Sum. theol., I. 2, 3, ad Resp. 

. Op. ctt., I. 5-41. 

o Ih Bae 

COME GENT. 1a t3. 

. Cont. Gent., II.21. The term ‘‘instrument’’ is moreover the 


precise technical term to designate an intermediary mover, 
both moved and moving: ‘‘est enim ratio instrumenti quod 
sit movens motum’’ (4bid.). See also the text of the Comment. 
in Phys., VIII., cap. 5, lect. 9, which insists on this point: 
“Et hoc (sci/. the impossibility of an infinite regress) magis 
manifestum est in instrumentis quam in mobilibus ordi- 
natis, licet habeat eamden veritatem, quia non quilibet 
consideraret secundum movens esse instrumentum primi’’; 
and the profound observation of St. Thomas indicating 
the source of the doctrine, Sum. theol., Ia., Ilae. 1, 4, ad 2™. 


Comp. theol., I. 3. 


Chapter V. 


THE FOUR OTHER PROOFS OF THE 
EXISTENCE OF GOD 


THE proof from the first Mover is not only the most 
evident but also the most fertile in consequences con- 
cerning our knowledge of the Divine essence. Still, 
there are other ways open to us which lead to the same 
conclusion that God exists, and unfold to us new points 
of view of His infinite essence. 


THE SECOND PROOF 


The second proof of the existence of God is drawn 
from the conception of efficient cause, ex ratione causae 
effictentis4 Its origin is-to be found in Aristotle,” 
who held an infinite regress to be impossible in the 
four kinds of causes: material, efficient, final and 
formal,* and. concluded that we must always come 
back to a first beginning. Aristotle does not, however, 
infer from this directly the existence of God. But 
Avicenna,® then Alain of Lille,t and lastly Albertus 


* The four kinds of causes may be arranged and illustrated 
as follows: 
efficient. 
External causes { Sian 

formal. 

material. 

(a) An efficient cause is the external agent by whose opera- 
tion a thing comes to be: a father is the efficient cause 
of his son, or a craftsman the efficient cause of an article 
of furniture. 

(b) A fimal cause is the end for which the thing exists: 
beatitude is the final cause of man; or use is the final 
cause of a chair. 

(c) A formal cause is the intrinsic active principle whereby 
a thing is of a certain definite nature: the soul of man is 
his formal cause. 

(d) A material cause is the intrinsic passive principle out of 
ie a thing is made: the body is the material cause 
of man. 


Internal causes { 
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Magnus,® make use ot Aristotle’s argument for this 
purpose. Of the various forms given to the proof 
by these thinkers, that of Avicenna is particularly 
interesting, because it comes very near to the Thomistic 
proof. Yet the similarities are not such as to exclude 
the probability® that St. Thomas had discovered it 
directly by a deeper personal study of the Aristotelian 
text. We shall therefore proceed at once to consider 
the proof. 

Let us consider the objects of sense-experience, the 
only possible starting-point for a proof of the existence 
of God. We observe in them an order of efficient 
causes. On the other hand, there neither is nor can 
be found a being which is the efficient cause of itself. 
The cause being necessarily anterior to the effect, a 
being, to be its own efficient cause, would have to be 
anterior to itselfi—which is impossible. Again, it is 
impossible to regress ad infinitum in the series of 
efficient causes. For we have established that there 
is an order of efficient causes, i.e. that they are ar- 
ranged in such a manner that the first is the cause of 
the second, and the second, etc. of the last. This 
statement remains true, whether it is a question of a 
single intermediate cause connecting the first with the 
last, or a number of intermediate causes. In both 
cases, and whatever the number of intermediate 
causes, the first cause is the cause of the last effect, 
so that, if we suppress the first cause, we suppress 
the effect, and that, if there is no first term in the 
series, there will be no intermediate or last terms either. 
Now, if the series of causes so arranged were infinite, 
there would be neither intermediate efficient causes 
nor a last effect. But we note that there are such 
causes and such effects in the world: consequently 
we must posit a first efficient cause—which everybody 
calls God.? The text of the proof in the “Contra 
Gentes” is almost identical with that of the “Summa 
theologica”; the only differences are in the form of 
expression; it is therefore unnecessary to insist. 

On the other hand, it is well to note the close relation 


62 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


between the second Thomistic proof of the existence 
of God and the first; in both cases, the necessity of a 
first cause rests on the impossibility of an infinite 
regress in an ordered series of causes and effects. 
Nowhere is one more strongly tempted to admit the 
thesis, recently put forward, that there are not five 
proofs, but one single proof of the existence of God 
divided into five parts. But if by this is meant that 
the five demonstrations of St. Thomas condition each 
other—and one critic has gone so far as to assert that 
the proof from the first Mover is merely the prepara- 
tion of the proof,—this contention is inacceptable. 
Each proof is self-contained and self-sufficient, and 
this is eminently true of the proof from the first 
Mover: prima et mantfestior via. Yet it is true to say 
that the five proofs of St. Thomas have the same 
structure, and even that they mutually complete each 
other; for, though each of them is sufficient to establish 
that God exists, yet each starts from a different order 
of effects and consequently throws light on a different 
aspect of Divine causality. Whereas the first proof 
shows us God as the cause of cosmic movement and of 
all movements dependent on it, the second presents 
Him as the cause of the very existence of things. We 
have found that God is the moving Cause; now we 


_know that he is the efficient Cause. In a system of 


knowledge which in respect of the Divine essence 
subordinates the determination of the quid est to that 
of the an est the multiplicity of convergent proofs 
could not be a matter of indifference. 

It is lastly necessary to point out that, if the proof 
from the efficient Cause rests like that from the first 
Mover on the impossibility of an infinite regress in 
the series of causes, the reason is, here too, that the 
essentially ordered causes are hierarchically arranged. 
An infinite series of causes of the same degree is 
not only possible, but, on the Aristotelian hypo- 
thesis of the eternity of the world, necessary. One 
man can beget another man, who in his turn begets 
a third, and so on ad infinitum; the explanation 
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is that such a series has no inner causal order, since 
one man begets another in his quality as man, not 
as the son of his father. If, on the contrary, we wish 
to find the cause of his form as such, i.e. the cause by 
virtue of which he is a man and capable of begetting 
another man, then the cause will be found not within 
the status of man, but in a being of higher status; 
and as this superior being explains at the same time 
the existence and causality of the being subordinated 
to it, so it has received its causality from a being, in 
turn superior to it. Hence the necessity of a first 
term is inevitable: this first term will, in fact, virtually 
contain the causality of the whole series and also of each 
term composing it. In the system of St. Thomas 
there is not only one efficacy, but there is only one 
source of the efficacy for the whole world: nulla res 
dat esse nisi in quantum est in ea participatio divine 
virtutis: and therefore, as we have to posit a final 
supreme degree in the order of moving causes, so we 
must also posit a final supreme degree in the order of 
efficient causes. 


THE THIRD PROOF 


This can easily be verified again by indicating the 
third way, the starting-point of which is the distinc- 
tion between the Possible and the Necessary. Two 
premisses may be considered as the basis of this proof. 
The first is that the Possible is contingent: i.e. that 
it may or may not be. Hence its opposition to the 
Necessary. The second premiss is that the Possible 
has its existence not in itself, viz. from its essence, 
but from an efficient cause which imparts existence to 
the Possible. These propositions and the principle 
just established that there can be no regress ad 
infinitum in the series of efficient causes, supply the 
elements of the proof. 

In considering the Possible as not having its existence 
of itself, this third proof assumes the distinction 
between essence and existence in created things. 
This distinction which is to be found in St. Augustine 
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and Boethius, and is fully set out by the Arabic philo- 
sophers and especially by Alfarabi, was a universally 
accepted thesis at the time of St. Thomas.!° Indeed 
we find as early as Avicenna a complete proof of 
the existence of God, based on the above-mentioned 
principles. This proof, slightly altered, occurs again 
in Maimonides, who no doubt had it from Avicenna 
himself,4 and we find it again in St. Thomas, who, 
as has been pointed out by Baeumker, follows the 
Jewish thinker step by step in his demonstration.¥ 
Maimonides starts from the fact that there are 
beings,® and admits a threefold possibility: (a) no 
being is either born or perishes; (5) all beings are born 
and perish; (c) some beings are born and perish and 
some beings neither are born nor perish. The first 
possibility need not be discussed, since experience 
shows us that there are beings which are born and 
perish. The second will not stand scrutiny. If all 
beings could be born and could perish, it would follow 
that at a given moment all beings had necessarily 
perished; for in the case of an individual a possibility 
may or may not be realised; but in respect of a species 
it must necessarily be realised: unless this were so, 
“possible” would be a mere empty word. Therefore, 
if disappearance constituted a real possibility for all 
beings, considered as forming a single species, they 
would have disappeared already. But if they had 
vanished into nothingness, they could never have 
returned to existence of themselves, and consequently, 
still to-day nothing would exist. Now, we see that 
something does exist: therefore the third hypothesis 
has to be accepted as the only true one, viz. that some 
beings are born and perish, but that there is one 
Being beyond all possibility of destruction and en- 
dowed with necessary existence, namely the First 
Being, which is God, 

This proof is not inserted in the “Summa contra 
Gentiles,” but it forms, almost in the same words, in 
the “Summa theologica,” the third possible demon- 
stration of the existence of God. There are, says 
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St. Thomas, things which come into existence and die, 
and which consequently can or cannot be. But it is 
impossible that things of this kind should always 
exist, because, when the non-existence of a thing is 
possible, the moment must come when it ceases to 
exist. If therefore the non-existence of all things 
were possible, a moment would have come when 
nothing existed. But if it is true that such a moment 
did come, even now nothing would exist, because 
whatever does not exist, cannot come into existence 
without the intervention of something that is. If, 
therefore, at this moment, no being existed, it is 
absolutely impossible for anything to have begun to 
exist, and nothing ought to exist any more—which is 
evidently false. Consequently the existence of all 
beings cannot be only possible, and we must recognise 
the existence of something which exists of necessity. 
This necessarily existing being may have the necessity | 
of its existence either trom itself or from some other 
being; but it is impossible to start on an infinite regress 
in the series of beings which are endowed with the 
necessity of their existence from another being, just as 
one cannot start on an infinite regress in the series 
of efficient causes, as has already been shown. It 
is accordingly, necessary to posit a being, which, 
necessary of itself, does not receive the cause of its 
necessity from another, but is, on the contrary, the 
cause of the necessity for all the others, and such a 
being all call God.” 

St. Thomas’ third proof of the existence of God 
is related to the first in assuming—and more evidently 
assuming—the thesis of the eternity of the world. 
The Jewish and the Christian philosophers both 
admit that, if the non-existence of all things were 
possible, a moment would necessarily have occurred 
when nothing existed; for they argue that, on the 
hypothesis of an infinite duration of the world, a 
possible—if that word is to have any sense—cannot fail 
to be actualized. Of course, as we have observed earlier 
in the case of St. Thomas, they do not really admit the 
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eternity of the world, but, in the words of Maimonides, 
they wish “to establish the existence of God in our 
belief by a demonstrative method which could not 
possibly be contested, so as not to rest this dogma, true 
and ot so great an importance, upon a foundation which 
anyone might shake and which some might even con- 
‘sider non-existent.’46 Maimonides and St. Thomas 
are in complete accord on this point. It is easy 
to estimate the new gain secured by this third proof: 
God whom we know already as the moving Cause 
and the efficient Cause of all things, is known to us 
henceforth as necessary. This is a conclusion which 
we shall have to recall more than once. 


THE FourRTH PROOF 


The fourth proof of the existence of God rests on 
the consideration of the degrees of being. None of the 
Thomistic proofs has given rise to so many different 
interpretations. In the first place we will consider 
the two expositions given by St. Thomas, and then 
explain in detail the difficulties offered by the texts, 
and lastly attempt to solve them. 

St. Thomas informs us in the “Contra Gentes” that 
another proof might be drawn from the teaching of 
Aristotle in Book II. of his Metaphysics, and indeed, 
the formulation of the proof bears the traces of an 
effort to keep as close as possible to the letter of 
Aristotle. He leaves the text only at the point where the 
ex quibus concludt potest brings his argument to a close. 

Aristotle teaches!’ that the things which possess 
the highest degree of truth, possess also the highest 
degree of being. Again, he shows elsewhere!’ that a 
supreme degree of truth exists. Of two false state- 
ments, one is always less false than the other, whence 
it follows, that of the two one is truer than the other. 
But greater or lesser truth as such is defined by an 
approximation to what is supremely and absolutely 
true. Hence it may be concluded that something 
exists which is being supremely and at its highest 
degree, and this very thing is what we call God.19 
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In the “Summa theologica” St. Thomas states that 
he proposes to draw his proof from the degrees which 
are observable in things. For we notice that there 
are things more or less good, more or less noble, 
more or less true, and so on for all the kinds of per- 
fection. But the “more or less” can only be applied 
to things according as they approximate in different 
' degrees to that which in the particular kind of thing 
is its supreme degree. Something, for instance, is 
hotter as it approximates to the highest degree of heat. 
Consequently something exists which is true, good, 
noble, etc. at their highest degree, and which, 
therefore, is the highest degree of being. For, ac- 
cording to Aristotle, that which possesses the highest 
degree of truth, possesses also the highest degree of 
being.2° On the other hand, whatever is considered as 
constituting the highest degree in a kind, is the cause 
of all that belongs to this kind: for instance, fire 
which is the highest degree of heat, is the cause of all 
heat. Consequently there must exist some other 
thing which is the cause of being and of goodness and 
of all the perfections of whatever kind which are found 
in all things, and this precisely is what we call God. 

As we have said, the interpretation of this proof has 
led to many controversies. The explanation is that, 
in distinction to the others, it presents a conceptual 
and somehow a fairly marked ontological appearance. 
In consequence, a number of philosophers may be 
quoted who have regarded it with some suspicion. 
Staab” accords it an only probable value. Grunwald” 
remarks that the proof passes from the abstract 
concept to the assertion of being. It has been said, 
moreover, that it was the sense of this inconsistency 
which led St. Thomas to modify this proof in the 
“Summa theologica.”’ By appealing, in the second 
version, constantly to sense-experience, by quoting 
the examples of fire and heat, he endeavoured—it is 
suggested—to establish his demonstration on a more 
empirical basis. And this “modulation,” designed 
to bring the proof down from the heights of idealism 
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to the firm ground of Thomistic realism, is said to be 
noticeable by the simple comparison of the two texts. 
On the other side, there are numerous historians who 
express whole-hearted admiration for this proof and, 
more Thomistic than St. Thomas on this point, give 
it even the preference over the others.24 These 
differences of appreciation are interesting because they 
are symptomatic of differences of interpretation. 

No difficulty can arise about the observation that 
there are degrees of truth and of being in things. 
But it is not so with the conclusion drawn by St. 
Thomas: “Therefore a supreme degree of truth exists.” 
The question has been asked whether this is to be taken 
in a relative or an absolute sense. Kirfel®® takes it in 
the relative sense, i.e. as the highest degree actually 
realised in each kind. Rolfes?®, on the contrary, takes 
it in the sense of the highest degree possible, that is, 
in the absolute sense. And Father Pégues writes in 
the same strain: “It is first and foremost a question of 
the being which exceeds all others in perfection; but, 
by that very fact, we reach the most perfect con- 
ceivable.”’?? 

The interpretation which takes maxime ens in the 
relative sense is easily intelligible; its object is to 
eliminate from the Thomistic proof every trace of what 
is believed to be ontologism. St. Thomas argues: 
there are degrees of error and of truth, hence there is a 
supreme truth and consequently a supreme Being 
which is God. But would this not amount to passing, 
like St. Anselm, from thought to being, from the realm 
of knowledge to that of reality? Nothing could 
be less Thomistic than such an attitude. In order 
to avoid this difficulty St. Thomas is credited with 
an induction which from the supreme relative degree 
observed in every order of reality as actually given, 
should carry us to the supreme absolute degree of 
being, i.e. to the highest being that we can conceive. 

On this assumption we can further understand the 
important addition which distinguishes the proof 
as given in the “Summa theologica.” fhe “Contra 
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Gentes” concludes the proof by affirming the existence 
of a maxime ens, identified directly with God; the 
“Summa theologica” adds the further argument that 
the maxime ens is also universal cause, and therefore, 
cannot but be God. Why this addition? If we take 
maxime ens in the relative sense, it is easy to under- 
stand. In that case it is, indeed, not immediately 
evident that this supreme degree of being is God; it 
may be a very high degree which yet is finite and in- 
telligible to us. By identifying it, on the contrary, 
with the universal and supreme Cause, we establish 
the fact that the maxime ens is God. If, however, 
this expression is taken in the absolute sense, it is 
evident that this supreme being is identical with God, 
and it becomes incomprehensible that St. Thomas 
should have uselessly prolonged his proof, especially 
in a work which, like the “Summa theologica,” aims 
at clearness and brevity.8 

These arguments are ingenious, but they substitute 
inextricable difficulties for one difficulty which perhaps 
is not a difficulty after all. The first of these diffi- 
culties is that, if maxime ens is to be understood in a 
purely relative sense, the argument in the “Contra 
Gentes” is a crude paralogism. St. Thomas argues 
thus: that which is supreme truth is also supreme 
being; now, there is a supreme truth; hence there is a 
supreme Being which is God. If maxime verum and 
maxime ens have a relative sense in the premisses, 
how can an absolute sense be given to maxime ens in 
the conclusion? Yet this is what the proof demands, 
since it argues directly to God.** If we are referred 
on this point to the supposedly fuller form in the 
“Summa. theologica,” we find that the letter of the 
text itself fits in badly with such an interpretation. 
The example of the more or less hot, which St. Thomas 
uses there, must not mislead us: it is a simple com- 
parison, a manuductio meant to help us in understand- 
ing the main thesis. Undoubtedly, maxime calidum 
is a purely relative supreme degree; at a pinch one 
might argue about the maxime verum and maxime 
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nobile; but it seems difficult to argue about the maxime 
ens. It is possible to conceive a relative supreme 
degree in any order of perfection, but not in that of 
being. The moment St. Thomas posits a supreme 
truth which is also the supreme being, either the ex- 
pression he uses has no conceivable sense, or he posits 
purely and simply the supreme degree of being which 
is God. As regards the appeal to the principle of 
causality at the end of the proof in the “Summa 
theologica,” its object is by no means to establish the 
existence of a supreme Being; that conclusion is already 
secured. Its object is simply to lead us to recognise 
in this first Being which we posit as above all beings, 
the cause of all the perfections which appear in secon- 
dary things. This consideration adds nothing to 
the proof as such, but gives greater precision to the 
conclusion. 

The fact therefore remains that St. Thomas seems 
to have argued directly from the consideration of the 
degrees of being to the existence of God. Can such 
an argument be considered as a concession to onto- 
logism? The very sources of the proof seem to make 
it probable. Although the text of the proof constantly 
appeals to the authority of Aristotle,?° the appeal is 
rather to the remnants of Platonism which had been 
its inspiration. When this proof occurs for the first 
time, we find, side by side with Aristotle, the famous 
passage from the “City of God,” where St. Augustine 
praises the Platonists for having seen that in all 
changeable things the form whereby a _ being—of 
whatever nature it may be—is what it is, can only 
come to it from Him who Is, truly and immutably: 
Cum igitur in eorum conspectu, et corpus et animus 
magis minusque speciosa essent et, si omni specie carere 
possent, omnino nulla essent, viderunt esse aliquid ubi 
prima esset species incommutabilis, et ideo nec com- 
parabilis: atque 1bi esse rerum principium rectissime 
crediderunt, quod factum non esset, et ex quo facta 
cuncta essent.** But to conclude from the partially 
Augustinian inspiration of the proof to its ontological 
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character, and to say with Grunwald that it is a 
useless waste of labour to reduce this idealistic argu- 
ment to the truly Thomistic attitude of moderate 
realism, is perhaps a little hasty. The criticisms 
which St. Thomas directed against the a priori proofs 
of the existence of God led precisely to this conclusion 
that it is impossible to start our proofs from the con- 
sideration of the Divine essence, and that we must, 
therefore, necessarily rely on the consideration of 
sense-objects. But “sense-object”” does not mean 
“material” object. St. Thomas has the unquestionable 
right to take sense-object in its complete form and with 
all the conditions which are laid down by his doctrine. 
Now, as we shall see later, a sense-object is not con- 
stituted by the union of the intelligible and the material, 
and though the purely intelligible idea does not come 
directly within the range of our understanding, it is 
nevertheless true that our understanding can abstract 
from sense-objects the intelligible involved in them. 
Viewed from this aspect, the beautiful, the noble, the 
good and the true—for there are degrees of truth in 
things—constitute realities which we can grasp; from 
the fact that their Divine exemplars escape us, it does 
not follow that their finite participations escape us 
also. But, if this is the case, nothing prevents us 
from taking them as the starting-point of a new proof; 
the movement, the efficacy and the being of things 
are not the only realities demanding an explanation. 
Whatever good, noble and true there is in the universe 
also requires a first Cause and in searching for the 
origin of the perfections hidden in the things of sense, 
we are not in any way exceeding the limits which we 
had previously set ourselves. 

Undoubtedly such an enquiry could not be carried 
on without the intervention of the Platonic and 
Augustinian idea of participation. But we shall 
see that exemplarism is one of the essential elements 
in the system of St. Thomas. He has never changed 
his opinions on the point that the inferior degrees of 
perfection and of being presuppose an essence in which 
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the perfections and the being are to be found in their 
supreme degree. He also admits without discussion 
that “to possess a perfection incompletely” and “to 
hold it from some other cause” are synonymous 
expressions; and, as a cause can only confer what it 
possesses itself, it follows necessarily that that which 
does not possess a perfection of itself and possesses it 
only incompletely, must have it from something else 
which has it of itself and in the supreme degree.*% 
But it does not follow therefrom that this proof of 
St. Thomas amounts to nothing more—as has been 
asserted—than to a purely abstract and conceptual 
deduction. All the proofs assume simultaneously two 
| things: the use of rational principles transcending 
sense-experience, and a solid foundation, supplied by 
the sense-objects themselves, on which the principles 
_ that are to lead us towards God can rest. This is pre- 
cisely the case here, since the very intelligibility of 
things is due to the fact that they resemble God: nihil 
est cognoscibile nist per similitudinem primae veritatis.*4 
This is why the conception of an hierarchically ordered 
universe according to the degrees of being and perfec- 
tion is involved in the proofs of the existence of God 
from the first Mover and the efficient Cause. If, there- 
fore, this new proof were to be considered as essentially 
Platonic, we should have to concede as a matter of 
logic that the same is true of the earlier proofs. And 
they are indeed Platonic, to the extent to which St. 
Thomas had borrowed from the Platonic philosophy 
his conception of a participation of things in God by 
resemblance. It was this that led him to consider 
the universe .as hierarchically ordered according to 
different possible degrees of a finite participation 
in the causality of the Cause, in the activity of the 
immobile Mover, in the goodness of the Good, the 
nobility of the Noble and the truth of Truth. 


THE FIFTH PROOF 


The fifth and last proof rests on the consideration of 
the Government of things. There is no need to 
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determine the philosophical origin of this proof, since 
the idea of God as ruler of the universe was the common 
property of Christian theology, and the texts in 
Scripture on which it could be based, are very numer- 
ous. St. Thomas, however, himself refers us to St. 
John Damascene,® who seems to have supplied the 
model for his argument. It is impossible for opposed 
and disparate things to be harmonised and reconciled 
in one and the same ordered arrangement, whether 
always or generally, unless there is a being to govern 
them and to direct all together and each one separately 
towards a definite end. Now, we observe that in the 
world things of different natures are harmonised in 
one order, not now and then and by accident, but 
always or for the greater part of time. There must 
therefore exist a being by whose providence the world 
is governed, and this being we call God. The 
“Summa theologica” argues in exactly the same 
manner, but adds the observation that the providence 
ordering the world, whereby all things are disposed in 
view of their end, is an intelligence; and one might, 
eventually, arrive at the same conclusion by different 
ways, notably by reasoning on the analogy of human 
action.3?7 Whatever is the road followed by the 
argument, it is clear that the proof and the conclusion 
drawn from it have the same value as the preceding 
proofs. To admit that things order themselves by 
accident, is to admit that there is room in the universe 
for an effect without cause, namely their very order. 
For if the form, proper to each body, is sufficient to 
explain the particular function of that body, yet it 
by no means explains why the different bodies and 
their different functions arrange themselves in a 
harmonious whole.’ We find therefore in the proof 
from finality as in all the earlier proofs, a sense-datum 
which, seeking its sufficient reason, finds it only in 
God; the thought inherent in things is explained, as are 
the things themselves, by the imitation, from afar, 
of the thought of the Divine providence that rules 
them. 
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Chapter VI. 


THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES 
A. THE KNOWLEDGE OF Gop BY NEGATION 


Havinc proved the existence of a First Being which we 
call God, we have now to examine His nature, i.e. to 
enquire into the properties of this Being. A complete 
examination into everything pertaining to the Godhead 
would have to set itself a threefold task: an inquiry 
into, first, the unity of the Divine essence; secondly, 
the ‘Trinity of the Divine persons; and thirdly, the 
effects produced by the Godhead.1_ But the Trinity of 
the Divine persons is not an object falling within the 
purview of the philosopher as such. Nevertheless we 
are not forbidden to endeavour to grasp it as far as we 
can; though it is a teaching of God imposed upon 
Christian Faith and exceeding the limits of human 
understanding.2 The two objectives of enquiry re- 
maining are accordingly the essence of God and His 
effects. 

Before examining the Divine essence in itself, we 
must determine to what extent and under what 
conditions this essence is knowable for us. When- 
ever we wish to define an object, we begin by assigning 
it to a particular genus and we determine thereby 
its essence in general: quid est in communi, We then 
add to the genus the differences which allow us to 
distinguish this object from all the others and in 
this way we acquire the most complete knowledge 
attainable concerning the nature of the object in 
question. But when we set out to know the Divine 
nature, we must needs proceed differently. It is im- 
possible to take the quiddity or essence as genus 
and to define this genus by the addition of a number 
of differences, distinguishing it from all others. 
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It is, to begin with, impossible to take as our point 
of departure the consideration of the Divine essence, 
by assigning to it the réle usually played by the genus 
in every definition. For the Divine essence exceeds 
in its immensity everything that the human mind 
can grasp; we cannot therefore claim to know this 
essence, nor, consequently, start from it in our enquiry. 
We are, however, for all that not reduced to complete 
silence. If we cannot attain to what the essence of 
God ts, we can endeavour to ascertain what it is not. 
Instead of starting from the essence which is inac- 
cessible to us, and adding positive differences which 
would allow us to know progressively better and better 
what it is, we can collect a more or less considerable 
number of negative differences which determine more 
and more accurately what it is not. The question 
will perhaps be raised whether in this way a true 
knowledge can be attained. The answer must be: 
yes. Undoubtedly, a knowledge of this kind is im- 
perfect, for the only perfect knowledge of an essence 
is that which gives us a knowledge of the essence in 
itself. Still, it is, after all, a knowledge of some sort 
and worth more than sheer ignorance. Indeed, in 
the case of positive differences, each difference defines 
the other, so that each additional difference brings us 
nearer and nearer to the complete definition of the 
object. In the same way, each negative difference, 
by distinguishing the unknown essence from an in- 
creasingly greater number of other essences, determines 
also with increasing precision the preceding difference 
and brings us nearer to the real nature of the object. 
For example: by saying that God is not an accident, 
but a substance, we distinguish Him from all possible 
accidents; but if we add that God is not a body, we 
determine with greater accuracy the place which He 
occupies in the genus of substances. And thus pro- 
ceeding in order and distinguishing God from every- 
thing that is not He, we shall by such negations reach 
a knowledge, if not exhaustive, at least true, of his 
substance, inasmuch as we shall know it to be different 
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from all else.2 We shall therefore follow this road as 
far as it will take us; when its usefulness is exhausted, 
there will still be time to try a new path. 

In order to determine, even negatively, the con- 
ditions of the Divine essence, we must have a starting- 
point. In point of fact, we have as many as we have 
proofs of the existence of God, and in the “Summa 
contra Gentiles,” St. Thomas takes delight in linking 
up, with extraordinary dialectical virtuosity, the Divine 
attributes with the most diverse principles of the proofs. 
It is, however, not difficult to see in which direction 
his preferences incline: the deductions in the “Contra 
Gentiles”’ and those in the “Compendium theologiae” 
are drawn most frequently from the conception of the 
First Mover, i.e. the proof which St. Thomas considers 
as the first and most evident. We shall accordingly 
start from this same principle. 

It is easy, in the first place, to discard from the 
Divine essence the notion of time. In the first proof, 
“immobile” was, in fact, taken in the widest sense, 
like movement itself. Now, as the absence of move- 
ment amounts to the absence of all change, we can 
substitute “immovable” for “immobile” and argue 
thus: everything that comes to exist or ceases to exist, 
undergoes a movement or a change. Now, we have 
established that God is immovable: hence He has 
neither beginning nor end and is, consequently, 


' eternal. 


~ The knowledge of the Divine eternal existence 
allows us further to discard from God all purely 
passive power. Since God is eternal, He cannot not be; 
and since He cannot not be, it follows that there is 
nothing in Him which is merely in potency; for what- 
ever is in potency can either be or not be, and in 
proportion as God contained in Himself some passive 
power, He could either be or not be. Consequently, 
there is nothing in God which is only in potency,® 
and this means that He is pure act. But this con- 
clusion enables us at once to reach a further negative 
difference, namely, that God is not matter. For 
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matter is that which is in potency, and since God is | 
wholly act, He must be also immaterial.® 

If there is in God neither matter nor potency, there 
cannot be in Him any composition whatever. God is 
accordingly simple, and this conclusion will be seen 
to contain a number of subordinate consequences. 
Let us first establish that God is simple. We have 
already seen that God is pure act’; now everything 
composite contains both potency and act. A number 
of objects cannot be combined in a pure and simple 
unity, unless some of them are in act and others in 
potency. A number of objects, all in act, cannot form 
in combination anything but a sort of bundle or 
heap of things, not a true unity. For objects to 
constitute by their union truly one thing, they must 
be capable of uniting and must potentially possess 
unity before they possess it actually. In other words, 
they are actually one (united in act) only after being 
potentially unifiable. Now, there is nothing potential 
in God; His essence consequently contains no com- 
position.§ 

But if God is simple, we discover immediately this 
first corollary that He contains nothing forcibly im- 
posed or foreign to His own nature. For everything 
that contains in itself anything forcibly imposed or 
superadded to its nature, presupposes an addition and 
consequently a composition; for whatever belongs 
to the substance of a thing, cannot be either forcibly 
imposed or superadded.® God, therefore, contains 
nothing forcibly added or imposed. A second corollary 
of the simplicity of God is that God is not a body. 
For every body is continuous and therefore composite 
and contains parts. Now, we have shown that God 
is not composite ;!° He is consequently not a body;4 
and therewith all the idolatrous pagans are refuted 
who imagined God in a bodily form, as well as the 
Manicheans and Greek philosophers who substituted 
celestial bodies or the elements for God. A third 
corollary of the Divine simplicity is that God is His 
own essence. In everything which is not its own 
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essence, a composition will, in fact, be observed. 
For, in everything, its own essence may first be found, 
and if nothing is added to its essence, the whole of the 
thing is its own essence. If therefore a thing is not 
its own essence, something superadded to its essence 
must of necessity be found in it, and, consequently, 
the thing contains a composition. This, by the way, 
is the reason why in all composite things, the essence 
is never more than a part of the composition; such is 
humanity in man. Now, we have shown that there 
is nothing composite in God. God, consequently, is 
His own essence.2 But if God is His own essence, 
we may go further and assert that God is His own 
being. For, in the same manner, as something which 
contains fire without being itself fire, is ignited by 
participation, so something which possesses being 
and yet is not being, has being only by participation. 
Now, we know that God is His essence; if therefore He 
were not His being, He would possess being only by 
participation, not by essence. He would therefore 
not be the First Being—which assertion is absurd. 
God, accordingly, is not only His essence, but also His 
being. It might also, in short, be argued that, if 
God does not admit of any composition, it is impossible 
to distinguish in Him being from essence and the 
ge est is identical in Him with the quod aliquid 
est.* 

And still another consequence follows from this 
conclusion: namely, that nothing can occur in God 
which is added to His essence by way of accident. 
For a being which is being itself, cannot participate in 
anything whatever which does not derive from its 
essence. Any particular thing can perfectly well 
participate in some other thing, but, since there is 
nothing more formal or simple than being, something 
which is being itself cannot participate in anything 
else, since whatever it were to participate in would 
necessarily~again be a being. But the Divine sub- 
stance is being itself; it therefore possesses nothing 
which does not spring from its own substance; 
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consequently the Divine substance cannot contain any 
accident.® Nor would it be possible to define this 
substance by the addition of any substantial difference, 
or to subsume God as a species under any genus what- 
ever. For every species presupposes a genus to which 
the difference defining the species must be added, 
since it is the difference added to the genus which 
constitutes the species. But as the being of God is 
being itself, purely and simply, He contains nothing 
added to Himself, for whatever might be added, 
belongs to the order of being and consequently is 
already contained in Him by right. God, conse- 
quently, cannot admit of any substantial difference 
nor constitute any sfectes1® But neither is God a 
genus. For the absence of any substantial difference 
which prevents His constituting a species, prevents 
a fortiort His forming a genus. The genus “animal” 
cannot exist, unless there are animals characterised 
by the difference “rational” and “non-rational.” 
To posit God, therefore, as a genus which yet is not 
defined in its own being by differences, would be to 
attribute to Him who is being itself, an only in- 
complete and potential being—which is manifestly 
absurd.}? 

Thus the Divine being is neither genus, nor difference, 
nor sfecies. This is a conclusion of the greatest im- 
portance, readily recognised in principle, but its © 
logical consequences are not always drawn with 
sufficient consistency. Indeed, if God falls outside 
the range of genus and difference, it is evident that 
He cannot be defined, since all definitions are reached 
by way of genus and differences. It is also evident 
that no proof of God can be given, except from His 
effects, for the beginning of all proof is the definition 
of whatever is to be the object of the proof. We 
were therefore entirely right to reject all the 
proofs a priori of the existence of God,!§ and though 
it is hard to believe that their supporters had lost 
sight of the transcendence of the Divine being, yet 
they certainly seem to have forgotten the logical 
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conditions required for any valid proof of the exis- 
tence of God. 

Such is the absolute simplicity of God, considered in 
itself. But it would be no less erroneous to imagine 
this simple being as forming part of a composite 
union with other beings. Yet this error was com- 
mitted more than once. It may be found in three 
main forms. Some persons have thus posited God as 
the soul of the world, as appears from the words of St. 
Augustine,!® and from the same source springs the 
error of the philosophers who asserted that God was 
the soul of the first Heaven. Others have contended 
that God is the formal principle of all things, an 
opinion attributed to the Amauritians.2? There is, 
lastly, the foolish error of David of Dinant, who 
maintained that God was identical with primary 
matter.24_ But it is impossible, in any manner what- 
ever, for God to form part of anything, either as a 
material or a formal principle. For the form* of a 
body is not itself the being of that body; it is one of the 
principles of its being. But, God is being itself: He is, 
consequently, not the form of a body. We can there- 
fore reject the opinion of those who consider God to be 
the soul of the world or of the First Heaven, as well 
as of those who see in Him the formal being of all things. 
We can, moreover, refute it in a way which disposes at 
the same time of the opinion which confuses God with 
primary matter. For it has been demonstrated that 
God is the first efficient Cause. Now, an efficient cause 
is not numerically identical with the form of created 
individual things; these things are identical only from 
the point of view of the species, as one man begets 
another man. Consequently God, who is the efficient 
Cause, cannot again be the form of individual beings. 

* Form is here used in the special sense of ‘‘active essential 
principle of being,” 7.e. the intrinsic principle whereby a thing is 
of a particular nature and whereby it exists. From a slightly 
different point of view it is the same as “formal cause.” For 
the various uses of ‘“‘form,” Aristotelian, scholastic and modern, 


cf. Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology,” Baldwin, s.v. 
Form, Matter and Form. 
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But if the efficient Cause is not identical with the form in 
each individual created thing it cannot be identical 
with matter, either in the individual or the species, 
because matter is in potency, while the efficient Cause 
astin: act 2? 

We have excluded from God everything that is not 
reducible to being as such, that is, all the conditions 
which make created being an incomplete and defective 
being. But it may be feared that in proceeding thus, 
we have followed a dangerous path. Does not the 
denial of everything which defines a being as within such 
and such a particular existence, amount to suppressing, 
one after another, allits perfections? The things which 
possess being and life are more perfect than those 
which possess only being; by restricting God to being 
only, have we not, by dint of negations, emptied the 
Divine essence of all content? Bynomeans. God who 
is nothing but His being, is yet the most universally 
perfect being. And, St. Thomas adds, I call universally 
perfect the being which is not lacking in any kind of 
nobleness and perfection. By entering deeper into 
the matter at this point, we reach the very heart of the 
Thomistic conception—and we may add, the scholastic 
conception—of being. 

For this being from which we have excluded all the 
imperfections of created things, is far from being there- 
by reduced by our understanding to an abstract idea 
of what is common to all things and to a sort of empty 
form; it is, on the contrary, identical with supreme per- 
fection. Nor must we take it in the sense that being 
is reduced to a particular kind of perfection, but, con- 
versely, in the sense that every kind of perfection 
reduces itself to the possession of a certain degree of 
being. Let us take, for example, the perfection of 
“wisdom”: to possess wisdom, for man, is to be wise. 
The fact is that, because man, in becoming wise, has 
achieved a degree of being, he has also achieved a degree 
of perfection. For everything is said to be more or less 
noble or perfect in the measure in which it zs a particular, 
more or less high mode of perfection. If we, therefore, 


84. THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


assume some one thing which possesses total being, 
this being will also be total perfection, since all per- 
fection is nothing but a certain manner of being. Now 
we know one thing which in this way possesses all being; 
it is the very thing of which we predicated that it 7s its 
own being. A thing which is its own being, i.e. the 
essence of which has its being of itself and not from out- 
side, is necessarily also the whole being, or, in other 
words, possesses the power of being at its highest degree. 
A white thing, for instance, cannot be perfectly white 
because it is not itself ‘‘ whiteness”; it is therefore white, 
only because it participates in whiteness, and its nature 
may be such as to prevent it participating in complete 
whiteness. But if there existed “whiteness”’ in itself, 
the nature of which consisted precisely in being white, it 
would evidently not lack any degree of whiteness. The 
same applies to being. We have already proved that 
God is His own being; He therefore does not receive it 
from outside. But we know that “to be a thing imper- 
fectly” is the same as “to receive being imperfectly:” 
God who is His being, is therefore the whole being which 
lacks no perfection. And since God possesses all per- 
fection, He has no defects. In the same manner, in 
fact, in which everything is perfect in the measure of 
its being, every thing is also imperfect in the measure 
in which, in some way, it lacks being. But, since God 
possesses being completely, He is absolutely free from 
non-being, for a thing is free from non-being in the 
measure of its possessing being. God, consequently, 
has no defect and He possesses all perfections; that 
is to say, He is universally perfect.» 

What, we ask, is the source of the illusion that, by 
denying to God a certain number of modes of being, we 
believe the degree of His perfection to be diminished? 
Simply an equivocation on the meaning of words. 
Without doubt, a thing which only 7s, is less perfect 
than one that is alive; but the fact is that we are reason- 
ing in this case no longer about the being which 7s its 
being. It is a question of imperfect and participated 
beings which gain in perfection as they gain in being, 
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secundum modum quo res habet esse est suus modus in 
nobilitate, and it is therefore easy to see that that 
which is only the perfection of the body, is inferior 
to that which is, in addition, the perfection of life. 
The expression “is only” consequently means nothing 
else but an inferior mode of participation in being. 
But when we say of God that He is only His being, 
without adding that He is matter, or a body, or a 
substance, or an accident, we mean that He possesses 
absolute being, and we exclude everything which 
might contradict the supreme degree of being and the 
plenitude of perfection.?® 

Hence, lastly, we understand why St. Thomas can 
define God by being, purely and simply, without yet 
confusing Him with all given beings or leaving any 
opening for pantheistic conceptions of the universe. 
When we conceive in the abstract of a being common to 
all existing things, we cannot conceive of it as realised 
without adding to or withdrawing from it something, 
in order to define it as such and such a particular being. 
Besides being in itself, there must be an essence, with 
its place within a genus and a species, for a real and 
existing object to be constituted. But it is not the 
same with the being that God is. His condition is 
such as to exclude all additions; He is neither in a 
species nor in a genus; He has not even an essence, 
since His essence is none other than His being: Deus 
non habet essentiam, quia essentia ejus non est aliud 
quam suum esse. We are therefore far from confusing 
Him with creation; what distinguishes the Divine 
Being from all other being, is His absolute purity 
and His perfect simplicity.2” Between the Being of 
God and the participated being which we are, no 
common measure can be found, and we might say, 
using the Augustinian formula, that while the creature 
has its being, God 7s His being. A strictly infinite 
distance separates these two modes of existence, and 
so far from fearing any confusion, henceforth im- 
possible, we shall call God by the name which He gave 
Himself: “He Who Is,’’*® being certain of applying 
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thus to Him a name which fits Him as no other name 
could, because it designates nothing but the being 
which is above all essence and all form: an infinite 
ocean of substance.?® 


B. THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD BY ANALOGY. 


The preceding conclusions were, despite their often 
affirmative appearance, nothing but disguised nega- 
tions. . For an absolutely simple or completely im- 
material being cannot constitute an object propor- 
tionate to our human understanding. When we say: 
“God is simple,”’ we have no interior conception of this 
absolutely simple being; and when we say: “God is 
eternal,’ we cannot grasp with our changing thought 
this perpetual present which is eternity. Even when 
we describe God as the absolute and supereminent 
being, we do not claim in any way to apprehend Him 
as such. We have, therefore, faithfully followed the 
negative path which we had mapped out for ourselves. 
Let us now examine whether it might not be possible 
to acquire some positive knowledge, however im- 
perfect, concerning the infinite essence of God. 

There is doubtless no affirmation which can be 
applied in the same sense to God and to creatures; and 
we can easily see the reason. All judgments applied 
to both the Divine and the human nature, employ 
+-the copula “est.” But it has been established that 
God “is” not in the same sense in which creatures 
“are.” The created being owns such perfections as it 
may possess, inasmuch as it has received them, while, on 
the contrary, in God there is nothing which is not His 
own being.2° We must consequently expect to find 
that every proposition about the nature of God, even 
when it conveys some positive knowledge, retains a 
good deal of negative meaning. When we apply to a 
man the term “wise,” we indicate thereby a perfection 
distinct from the essence, the power and the being of 
the man. But when we apply this term to God, we 
mean to express nothing distinct from His essence 
and His being. Accordingly, the word “wise,” 
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applied to man, professes in a certain measure to 
describe and to contain the reality it signifies; but, 
in speaking of God, it fails to contain or even to grasp 
the reality signified by it. We express this negative 
aspect of all our judgments concerning the Divine 
nature, by saying that nothing can be predicated of 
God and the creatures in an univocal sense.*4 

Are we therefore to conclude that a proposition 
about a creature loses necessarily all meaning when 
applied to God? Such a conclusion would be in- 
accurate, and moreover dangerous. For to accept it 
would be tantamount to admitting that, taking our 
starting-point from creatures, we can know nothing of 
God nor prove anything concerning him without 
continual equivocations. We must accordingly admit, 
a certain analogy or proportion® between the creature 
and the Creator, the basis of which is not hard to 
discover.® Effects which are inferior to their causes, 
cannot be described in the same terms as the causes, 
nor especially in terms of the same meaning. Never- 
theless, a certain resemblance between cause and 
effect must be conceded. Every productive thing 
produces naturally its like, since each thing produces 
or acts inasmuch as it is in act. Consequently, in 
a cause superior to its effect, the form of the effect 
may be traced in a certain sense, but not in the actual 
mode in which it occurs in the effect; hence such 
a cause is called an “equivocal” cause. For example, 
the sun causes the warmth of inferior bodies, acting 
accordingly as it is in act. The warmth, caused 
by the sun, possesses therefore some resemblance 
to the active power of the sun, which causes the 
warmth in these bodies; hence we may say that 
the sun is warm, although it is warm not in the same 
sense in which terrestrial things are warm. For the 
same reason, and because God confers upon all things 
all their perfections, we are able to discover in all things 
their resemblance and unlikeness to God.** We 
have emphasised these differences sufficiently not 
to be accused of believing that God resembles His 
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creatures. It is the creature which, inasmuch as it 


holds everything it possesses from God, resembles its 


Creator. But this resemblance is none the less real, 
and would suffice to prevent our assertions concerning 
God from being completely equivocal. In speaking 
of God and of created things in the same terms, we 
use these terms in a sense of at least partially common 
meaning, since they signify in the first case the cause, 
and in the second, the effect.® 

Accordingly, our statements about God and creatures 
are not used in an univocal sense but neither are they 
used in a purely equivocal sense: they must therefore 
bear an analogical sense. Here a final difficulty must 
be removed. As long as we confine ourselves to 
negation, we clearly run no risk of breaking up the 
unity and perfect simplicity of the Divine being. 
For these negations aimed mainly at excluding from 
the Absolute Being everything that might divide 
and thereby limit it. Will this danger not arise 
and, indeed, become inevitable when we affirm of 
God positive analogical perfections, such as are dis- 
played by creatures? In that case, the perfections 
will be either conceived by us as identical, and the 
terms applied to God will in that case be pure sy- 
nonyms, or the terms represent distinct perfections, 
and then the Divine essence will lose its eminent 
simplicity. Perhaps, however, we may escape from 
the horns of this dilemma. The attempt to secure the 
perfect idea of the Divine unity by means of a number 
of concepts would evidently be self-contradictory. 
On the other hand, a direct intuition of this intelligible 
unity is denied us in this world. Now, it is a funda- 
mental principle of Thomistic philosophy that, if we 
are unable to attain to the Oneness and Simplicity, we 
should endeavour to imitate it in some way by multiple 
means. Thus the universe, this defective image of 
God, imitates by its diverse forms the one and simple 
perfection of God. In the same way, again, our in- 
tellect, by gathering up the various essences and per- 
fections which it finds in things, forms in itself the 
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resemblance of this inaccessible unity by means of 
multiple conceptions. Our assertions about the 
Divine essence are, therefore, not purely synonymous, 
for our intellect invents different names signifying 
different conceptions to attribute them to God; and 
yet they do not introduce into God any diversity, 
because our intellect aims at designating by these 
different terms a reality which is absolutely one. In 
short, the intellect does not necessarily attribute to 
things the mode according to which it understands 
them. Therefore, if the intellect affirms the unity of 
an object by complex propositions, whatever is diverse 
and complex in the propositions must be referred to the 
intellect making them, but the unity described by 
them, must be referred to the object. Bearing in 
mind these reservations we can apply to God terms 
which describe the perfections of creatures; and in 
the first place, we may assert His goodness. 

Let us take as our starting-point our last conclusion, 
i.e. the absolute perfection of God. Each being 
may be said to be good by. reason of its own virtue. 
For the proper virtue of each being makes the being 
that possesses it good, and equally good the function 
that each being fulfils. On the other hand, a virtue is 
a certain kind of perfection, for each being is said 
to be perfect in proportion as it attains to its own 
virtue. If, therefore, the goodness of a being is re- 
ducible to its virtue and its virtue to its perfection, a 
being is good in proportion as it is perfect, and for that 
reason also each being tends towards its perfection 
as to its own good. Now, we have shown that God is 
perfect: therefore He is good.3? Moreover, He is 
His own goodness, as is evident from what has been 
said about His perfection. It has been proved 
that the perfections of the Divine being are not 
properties superadded to His being, but that the 
Divine being itself, considered as such and in His 
sole plenitude, is perfect. The goodness of God 
consequently cannot be a perfection added to His 
substance; it is the substance of God which is His own 
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goodness. In affirming this conclusion, we dis- 
tinguish radically the Divine being from all created 
things. For the goodness of created things is a par- 
ticipated goodness. God alone is good by His essence; 
an infinite distance separates the Being which is 
good, and the being which possesses some goodness by 
reason of which it is good.*® Whence we see lastly 
that God is the good of all things and the supreme 
Good. For, since the goodness of each thing is 
teducible to its perfection, and since God, as pure and 
simple perfection, contains within Himself the per- 
fections of all things, it follows that His goodness 
contains all goodnesses: God is therefore the good of 
all that is good.4° Thus each thing holds its goodness 
from the Divine goodness, as the first exemplary, 
efficient and final Cause of all goodness. And yet 
everything possesses its own goodness, inasmuch as 
it is said to be good by resemblance to the Divine 
goodness inherent in it. There is, therefore, one 
single goodness for all things and yet many particular 
goodnesses; still there is no contradiction between 
them." For the goods are ordered in a hierarchy, 
culminating in the universal Good, i.e. the Good 
in essence or supreme Good, below which the particular 
and participated goods are arranged in descending 
degrees.” Moreover this relation causes no complexity 
in the infinitely simple essence of God, for the relation 
by reason of which anything is asserted of God rela- 
tively to the creatures, has no reality in God, but only in 
the created things.*® To posit God as the supreme 
Good, does not mean that He is the sum of particular 
goods, or that He would not be defined in His supreme 
degree even without the existence of created goods, but 
on the contrary it means that the finite and limited 
goods are defined by reference to Him, as participated 
and falling short of His perfect goodness. Here again 
the relation is unilateral: it is valid only as from the 
creature to the Creator. 

If God is the supreme Good, it follows that God is 
unique. For it is not possible for two supreme Goods 
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to exist, since the supreme Good, being by definition © 
the superabundance of Good, can exist in only one 
being. Now, God is the supreme Good: hence He is 
unique. We can draw the same conclusion by starting 
our argument from Divine perfection. It has been 
shown that God is absolutely perfect; if therefore 
several gods existed, several absolutely perfect beings, 
free from all imperfections, would exist. Now, this 
is Impossible, for if none of them were lacking in the 
slightest perfection and no imperfection of any sort 
were contained in their essence, we should fail to see 
how these diverse beings could be distinct from 
each other. It is consequently impossible to posit the 
existence of several gods.“ 

We have argued from the Divine perfection that God 
is good and that He is unique; we can also deduce from 
it that He is infinite. Everything that by its nature 
is finite, must fall within the definition of some genus. 
Now, God does not come under any genus: He is 
consequently infinite.” It may be objected that by 
excluding all limits of Divine perfection we leave 
the argument by analogy and relapse into that by 
negation; but this objection rests simply on an equi- 
vocation about the idea of infinity. In the case of 
spatial or numerical quantity the nature of which 
requires limits and an end, infinity, ie. the lack of 
limits, must be considered as a privafion and defect. 
An indeterminate dimension or a number are therefore 
infinite only by the withdrawal of what they ought by 
nature to possess. In God, on the contrary, infinity 
is not a privation but the negation of such limits 
as would contradict His absolute perfection; and 
this negation itself is intended to express an eminently 
positive content, namely, the existence in God of 
all the perfections to be found in created things 
but possessed by Him, in the plenitude of His being, 
in the supreme degree.“® Among these perfections, 
two deserve particular attention, since they constitute 
the highest perfections of the most perfect earthly 
creature: viz. intelligence and will.*’ 
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The intelligence of God might be argued directly 
from His infinite perfection. Since we attribute to 
the Creator all the perfections found in the creature, 
we cannot but attribute to Him the noblest of all 
perfections by which one being can in a certain sense 
identify himself with all beings: in short, intelli- 
gence.48 But it is possible to base it upon a deeper 
reason, drawn from the very nature of Divine being. 
In the first place, it can be observed that every being 
is intelligent in proportion as it is lacking in matter.” 
It can further be noted that beings endowed with 
knowledge, are distinguished from those having no 
knowledge by the fact that these latter are confined 
to their own form, whereas the former are capable 
of apprehending also the form of other beings. In 
‘other words—the power of knowing corresponds to 
jan increasing amplitude and extension of the being 
‘having knowledge; the privation or lack of knowledge 
corresponds to a narrowing limitation and, as it were, 
restriction of the being not having knowledge. This is 
the meaning of Aristotle’s remark: anima est quodam- 
modo omnia. A form, accordingly, will be the more 
intelligent, the more it is able to become a greater 
jnumber of other forms; it is only matter, that re- 
stricts and limits the extension of the form, and 
‘hence it may be said that the more immaterial forms 
are, the more they approximate to a kind of infinity. 
It is therefore evident that it is the immaterialness of a 
being that confers knowledge upon it, and that the 
degree of knowledge depends upon the degree of 
immaterialness. A rapid induction will bring final 
conviction; plants are lacking in knowledge by reason 
of their materialness. Sense, on the contrary, is 
already endowed with knowledge because it appre- 
hends the sensory species* free from matter. The 


* The word ‘species’? may mean eithey a universal classifica- 
tion of individuals of the same nature, or that image or repre- 
sentation of an object of knowledge, whether it be sense- 
knowledge or intellectual knowledge, which results from the 
abstraction from objective matter by the faculty of a medium 


THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES 93 


intellect is capable of a still higher degree of know- 
ledge, as furthest separated from matter. Accordingly, 
its proper object is the universal, not the particular, 
since the principle of individuation is matter. We 
finally reach God who is entirely immaterial, as we’. 
demonstrated earlier; He is accordingly also supremely | 
intelligent: cum Deus sit in summo immaterialitatis 
sequitur quod ipse sit in summo cognitionis.5° 
By combining this result with the conclusion that 
God is His own being, we discover that the intelligence 
of God is identical with His essence. Knowing is, 
in fact, the act of an intelligent being. Now, some 
acts of a being can pass from this being to another 
being, external to it: the act of heating, for example, 
passes from that which heats to that which is heated. 
Certain other acts remain, on the contrary, immanent 
in their subjects, and the act of knowing is of this kind. 
The knowable or intelligible suffers no change by 
being known, but the intelligence achieves thereby 
its act and perfection. When, therefore, God knows, 
His act of intelligence remains immanent in Him; 
for we know that all that is in God, is the Divine 
essence. The intelligence of God is consequently 
identical with the Divine essence and therefore with 
the Divine being and with God Himself; for God is 
His essence and His being, as has been shown. 
We further see that God understands Himself per- 
fectly, for if He is, as has been shown above, the 
supreme intelligence, He is also the supremely in- 
telligible. For a material thing becomes intelligible 
only if separated from matter and material conditions 
by the light of the active intellect. Consequently 
we can assert of the intelligibility of things all that can 
be asserted of their immaterialness. In other words, 
the immaterial is in and by itself intelligible. On the 


whereby knowledge is alone possible to corporeal beings. It is 
in this latter sense that the word is here used. Species of one kind 
or another are necessary for all knowledge, except the Divine, 
though in the case of purely intellectual beings, such as are the 
angels, these species are innate and not acquired by abstraction. 
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other hand, everything intelligible is apprehended 
inasmuch as it is one in act with the intelligent being; 
now, the intelligence of God is identical with His 
essence and His intelligibility is also identical with 
His essence; the intelligence is, therefore, here one in 
act with the intelligible, and consequently God, 
understands perfectly Himself because in Him the 
supreme degree of knowledge is joined with the supreme 
degree of knowableness. Further: the only object 
which God knows, of itself and directly, is Himself. 
For it is evident that to know directly in itself some 
other object, God would necessarily have to turn 
away from His immediate object which is. Himself, 
in order to attend to this other object. But this 
other object could only be inferior to the former, and 
Divine knowledge would thereby suffer in its per- 
fection—which is impossible.* 

God knows perfectly Himself and knows directly 
only Himself. This does not mean that He knows 
nothing but Himself. Such a conclusion would be 
in absolute contradiction with what we know of the 
Divine intelligence. Let us start from the principle 
that God knows perfectly Himself, a principle which is, 
by the way, evident without proof, since the intelli- 
gence of God is His being and His being is perfect. It 
is further evident, that to know a thing perfectly, we 
must know perfectly its power, and in order to do so, 
we must know the effects of which it is capable. But 
the power of God extends to things other than God 
Himself, since He is the efficient Cause of all things. It 
follows therefrom that God, in knowing Himself, knows 
necessarily also everything else. And this will be more 
evident if we add that the intelligence of God, as First 
Cause, is identical with His being. Whence it follows 
that all effects which pre-exist in God, are to be found 
in the first place in His intelligence, and that all exists 
in Him in its intelligible form. This, a truth of 
fundamental importance, requires a more precise 
definition. 

To begin with, it is important to note that by 
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extending Divine knowledge to all things, we do not 
make it dependent on any one thing. God sees 
Himself in Himself, for He sees Himself in His essence. 
As regards the other things, however, He sees them 
not in themselves, but in Himself, inasmuch as His 
essence contains in itself the image of all that is not 
He. Knowledge, in God, owes its specification to 
nothing but the very essence of God.® Accordingly 
the real difficulty does not lie here; it is rather to 
determine under what aspect God sees other things. 
Is the knowledge which He has of them general 
or particular? Is it limited to the real or does it 
extend to the possible? Are we to include in it 
even future contingencies? These are the points in 
dispute on which we must take up a position all the 
more decidedly as they were the burden of the gravest 
errors of the Averroists. 

For it has been maintained that God knows things by 
general knowledge, i.e. gud beings, but not by distinct 
_ knowledge, i.e. insofar as they constitute a number of 
objects, each endowed with its own reality. It is need- 
less to insist on this point, for such a doctrine is 
manifestly incompatible with the absolute perfection 
of Divine knowledge. The nature proper to each thing 
consists in a certain mode of participation in the per- 
fection of the Divine essence. God accordingly would 
not know Himself, unless He knew distincly all the 
modes under which His own perfection could be imi- 
tated. He would not even know perfectly the nature 
of being unless He knew perfectly all the modes 
of being.*6 The knowledge by God of things is 
therefore a proper and determinate knowledge.*” Are 
we then to say that this knowledge extends to the 
particular? This has been disputed not without some 
show of reason. For to know a thing amounts to know- 
ing the constitutent principles of the thing. Now, 
every particular essence is constituted by a determinate 
matter and by a form individualised in this matter. 
Knowledge of the particular as such presupposes there- 
fore a knowledge of matter as such. But we observe 
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that in man the only faculties capable of apprehending 
the material and particular are imagination and sense, 
or other faculties similar to these by reason of their 
employing similarly material organs. The human 
intellect on the contrary, is an immaterial faculty, 
whence we see that its proper object is the general. 
But the Divine intellect is evidently much more 
immaterial than the human intellect; His knowledge 
must consequently be still further removed than 
human knowledge from all particular objects.** But the 
principles of this argument are incompatible with the 
conclusion to be drawn from them. It is true that 
they allow us to assert that he who knows a deter- 
minate matter and the individualised form in this matter, 
knows the particular object constituted by this form and 
this matter. But the Divine knowledge extends to the 
forms, the individual accidents and to the matter of 
each being. Since His intelligence is identical with 
His essence, God inevitably knows everything that is, in 
any manner whatever, in Hisessence. Now everything 
that possesses being in any way or degree, is in the 
Divine essence as in its first source; but matter is a 
certain mode of being, since it is potential being; 
accident too is a certain mode of being, as it is ens in 
alio; matter and accidents accordingly, as well as form, 
are within the essence of God and, therefore, within 
His knowledge. This means that the knowledge of 
particulars cannot be denied Him.®® Thereby St. 
Thomas openly took up a position against the Averro- 
ism of his time. A thinker like Siger of Brabant, for 
instance,® interpreting the doctrine of Aristotle on the 
relation of God to the world in its strictest sense, saw 
in God only the final Cause of the universe. Accord- 
ing to him, God was the efficient Cause of physical 
beings neither in their material nor their formal con- 
stitution, and, since He was not their Cause, there was 
no need for Him to rule them providentially or even to 
know them. It was therefore the denial of Divine 
causality which led the Averroists to deny to God the 
knowledge of particulars, as it was the affirmation of 
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the universal Divine causality which prompted St. 
Thomas to attribute it to Him. 

God, then, knows all real beings, not only as distinct 
from each other, but also in their very individuality, 
with the accidents and the matter which make them 
into particular beings. Does He also know possible 
beings? There is reasonably no room for doubt. 
That which does not actually exist, but can exist, 
possesses already a certain degree of existence, without 
which it would be undistinguishable from nothingness. 
Now, it has been shown that God knows all that exists, 
whatever the kind of existence; God, therefore, knows 
possible beings. If it is a question of possible things 
which, though not existing actually, either have 
existed or will exist, God is said to know them because 
He has in respect of them the knowledge of vision. 
If it is a question of possible things which might be, but 
are not, have not been and will not be, God is said to 
know them by the knowledge of simple intelligence. 
But, in any case, they do not escape the perfect 
understanding of God.* Moreover, our conclusion ex- 
tends even to that class of possible things of which 
it is impossible to say whether they should or should 
not be, the so-called future contingents. For a 
future contingent may be viewed in two ways, either 
in itself and as actually realised, or in regard to its 
cause and as capable of realisation. For instance: 
Socrates may sit or stand; if I see Socrates sitting? 
this contingency is actually present and realised. 
But, if I see simply in the concept “Socrates” the 
possibility of his either sitting or standing, I view 
the contingency in the form of a future as yet in- 
determinate. In the first case, there is matter for 
certain knowledge; in the second case, no certitude is 
possible. Consequently, knowing a contingent effect 
only in its cause, is having a merely conjectural know- 
ledge. But God knows all future contingents, both 
in their causes and in themselves as actually realised. 
For, although future contingents are realised suc- 
cessively, God knows them not successively. We have 
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already established that God is outside time; the 
standard of His knowledge, as of His being, is eternity; 
now, eternity which exists simultaneously, comprises 
the whole of time in’ a changeless present. God, 
therefore, knows the future contingents as actually 
present and realised; yet the necessary knowledge 
which He has of them, in no way invalidates the . 
character of their contingency. Here again, St. 
Thomas departs from Averroism and even from the 
most authentic Aristotelianism.* According to Aver- 
roés and Aristotle, the essential character of a future 
contingent is that it may or may not occur; it is 
therefore impossible to conceive how it can be an 
object of knowledge for anyone at all, and, as soon 
as a contingent is known as true, it ceases to be 
contingent and immediately becomes necessary. But 
the authority of Aristotle is unable to prevail against 
the truth of dogma. To deny to God the knowledge 
of future contingents is tantamount to rendering 
Providence impossible. On this point, as on all 
others which touch the Divine essence, we must 
abandon the Greek philosopher to follow the teaching 
of St. Augustine. 

After determining in what sense intelligence is 
attributable to God, we have finally to settle in what 
sense we are to ascribe will to Him. For from the 
fact that God knows we can argue that He also wills; 
because the good, inasmuch as known, constitutes 
the proper object of the will, it follows necessarily 
that the good, as soon as known, must also be willed. 
Whence it follows that the being which knows the 
good, must, by that very fact, be endowed with will. 
Now, God knows the good. Since, as has been shown, 
He is perfectly intelligent, He knows being at the 
same time under its aspect of being and under its 
aspect as good. God, therefore, wills by the mere fact 
that He knows.® And this consequence is valid not 
only for God, but for all intelligent beings. For the 
relation of every being to its natural form leads the 
being to tend to its form, if it does not possess it, 
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and to rest in it once it has reached it. Now, the 
natural form of the intelligence is the intelligible. 
Every intelligent being, therefore, tends towards its 
intelligible form, if it has not already attained to it, and 
rests in it, on securing it. But both this tendency 
and this repose of contentment spring from the will; 
we can therefore conclude that in every intelligent 
being will must be found. Now, God possesses in- 
telligence; hence He also possesses will.*6 But we 
know also, that the intelligence of God is identical 
with His essence; since therefore He wills insofar 
as He knows, His will must also be identical with 
His essence. Consequently, in the same way as 
His knowing is His being, so His willing is His being.®? 
And so no sort of composition is caused in God by His, 
will, any more than by His intelligence. 

Conclusions, parallel to those which were deduced 
concerning the intelligence of God, follow from this 
principle. The first is that the Divine essence con- 
stitutes the first and principal object of God’s will. 
The object of the will, we said, is the good, apprehended 
by the intellect. Now, what the Divine intellect 
apprehends directly and in itself, is nothing but the 
Divine essence, as has been shown. The Divine 
essence is accordingly the first and principal object of 
the Divine will.68 Herein we find a fresh confirmation 
of the certitude that God does not depend on anything 
external to Himself. It follows that God wills nothing 
but Himself. The will, in fact, follows from the in- 
telligence. Now, the immediate object of the Divine 
intelligence is God; but we know that in knowing 
Himself, God knows all other things. In the same 
way, God wills Himself as immediate object, and He 
also wills all other things by willing Himself.°° But the 
same conclusion can also be established on a deeper 
principle, leading to the discovery of God’s creative 
activity itself. Every natural being has not only 
an inclination tending towards its own good, when 
it does not possess it, or causing it to rest in it when it 
attains to the good; but every being also inclines to 
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expand, as far as it can, and to diffuse its own good 
in other beings. For this reason, every being endowed 
with will, tends naturally to communicate to others the 
good which it possesses. This tendency is emi- 
nently characteristic of the Divine will, whence, as 
we know, all perfection is derived by resemblance. 
In consequence, if natural beings communicate to 
others their good to the extent to which they possess 
some perfection, it is, a fortiori, characteristic of the 
Divine will to communicate to other beings His per- 
fection by way of resemblance, and to the extent to 
which it is communicable. Thus God accordingly 
wills to exist Himself, and He wills others to exist; 
but He wills Himself as end, and the others only by 
reference to their end, i.e. in the measure in which it 
is proper for other beings to participate in the Divine 
Goodness.”° 

By placing ourselves at the point of view just 
defined, we see at once that the Divine will extends 
to all particular goods just as the Divine knowledge 
extends to all particular beings. It is not necessary 
in order to keep the simplicity of God intact, to 
admit that He wills the other goods in general, 
that is, inasmuch as He wills the principle of all 
the goods which spring from Him. There is nothing 
to prevent the Divine simplicity from being the 
principle of a multitude of participated goods, or 
to prevent God from remaining simple, even while 
willing such and such particular goods. As soon as 
the good is known by the intelligence, it is, ipso facto, 
willed. Now, God knows the particular goods, as has 
previously been shown. His will accordingly extends 
also to the particular goods.” It equally extends to 
the merely possible goods. For, since God knows 
the possible things, including the future contingents, 
in their proper nature, He also wills them in their 
proper nature. Now, their proper nature consists in 
that they should or should not be realised at a definite 
moment in time; it is therefore thus that God wills 
them, and not merely as existing eternally within the 
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Divine intelligence. This does not mean, by the way, 
that God creates them in willing them in their proper 
nature; for willing is an action performed within the 
person that wills. God, in willing temporal creatures, — 
does not, therefore, confer ipso facto existence upon 
them. Such existence is theirs only by reason of Divine 
actions aiming at an effect external to God Himself, 
viz. by the acts of producing, creating and governing.” 

Having defined the objects of the Divine will, let 
us consider the various modes in which it is exercised. 
In the first place: Are there things which God cannot 
will? The answer to this question must be in the 
affirmative. But we must at once limit this assertion. 
The only things which God cannot will are such as 
are, at bottom, not things at all; namely, all such 
things as contain within themselves some contradic- 
tion. For example, God cannot will that man should 
be an ass, for He cannot will a being that should be 
endowed with, and at the same time deprived of, 
reason. To will that the same thing should at the same 
time and under the same aspects be itself and its 
opposite is tantamount to willing that it should be and 
should not be; it would consequently mean willing 
something that is in itself contradictory and impossible. 
We must, moreover, bear in mind the reason for which 
God wills things. He wills them, as explained earlier, 
insofar as they participate in His resemblance. But 
the first condition to be fulfilled by things, in order to 
resemble God, is to be, since God is the First Being, 
the source of all being. God therefore would have 
no reason for willing what would be incompatible 
with the nature of being. But to posit self-con- 
tradiction, is to posit a being which is self-destructive ; 
it is to posit at the same time being and non-being. 
God, accordingly, cannot will the self-contradictory,” 
and this is the only limitation which must be set to 
His omnipotent will. 

Let us consider further what God is able to will, 
i.e. all that deserves the name of “being” in any 
degree whatever. In dealing with the Divine Being, 
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considering it in its infinite perfection and supreme 
goodness, we must say that God wills necessarily 
this being and this goodness and that He cannot will 
whatever is contrary to them. It has been shown 
earlier that God wills His own being and goodness as 
the principal object of His will, and as the ground for 
His willing the other things. Consequently in all that 
God wills, He wills His being and His goodness. But 
it is, on the other hand, impossible for God not to 
will something by His actual will, for in that case His 
will would be merely in potency, which is impossible, 
since His will is also His being. God, therefore, wills 
necessarily His own being and His own goodness.” 
But the case is different in respect of the other things. 
God wills them only insofar as they are ordered towards 
His own goodness as to their end. Now, if we will a 
certain end, we do not necessarily also will the things 
relevant to this end, unless their nature is such that 
we cannot do without them in order to achieve the end 
in view. If, for example, we wish to preserve our 
life, we must necessarily wish for food; and if we wish 
to cross the sea, we must needs wish for a ship. But 
we do not necessarily will something without which 
we can secure our object: if, for instance, we wish to 
make an excursion, nothing obliges us to wish for a 
horse, for we can make our excursion without one. 
And this applies all round. Now, the goodness of 
God is perfect; nothing existing outside it can in the 
slightest degree increase His perfection. Therefore, 
God, who wills necessarily Himself, is in no way 
forced to will anything else.* The fact remains that, 
if God wills other things, He cannot not will them, for 
His will is immovable. But this purely hypothetical 
necessity involves no real and absolute necessity, 
i.e. constraint, in Him.76 

It might lastly be objected that, if God wills the 
other things of His own free will, without any con- 
straint, He yet does not will them without reason, 
since He wills them with the view to their end which 
is His own goodness. Are we then to say that the 
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Divine will remains free to will things, but that, if 
God wills them, we may assign a cause to His will? 
To say this would be misleading, for the fact is that 
the Divine will has in no sense a cause. This is 
easy to understand, if it is remembered that the 
will springs from the understanding and that the / 
causes prompting a being endowed with will, are of 
the same order as those which induce knowledge in a 
being endowed with intelligence. As far as knowledge 
is concerned, if an intelligence understands separately 
the principle of an argument and the conclusion, the 
knowledge acquired by the conclusion, is caused by 
the understanding of the principle; but if this intelli- 
gence apprehends the conclusion within the principle 
itself, thus understanding both in a single intuition, the 
knowledge of the conclusion would not be caused in 
him by the understanding of the principle, for nothing 
can be its own cause; yet he would understand that the 
principles are the cause of the conclusion. The same 
applies to the will: the end is to the means what the 
principles are to the conclusion in the case of under- 
standing. If therefore someone willed, by a separate 
act, the end, and by another act the means relevant 
to this end, the act of willing the end would be the 
cause of the act willing the means. But if he wills 
both end and means by a single act, this does not hold, 
for it would mean positing the same act as a cause of 
itself. Yet it remains true to say that this will 
wills the means in view of their end. In the same 
manner just as God by a single act knows the things 
in their essence, so He wills in a single act all things 
in His goodness. In the same way, therefore, as in 
God the knowledge which He has of the cause is not 
the cause of the knowledge which He has of the effect, 
though He knows the effect within the cause, so His 
will of the end is not the cause of His willing the means, 
though He wills the means as ordered in view of their 
end. He, therefore, wills the means to be for the 
sake of the end; but His willing the end is not the 
cause of His willing the means.”? 
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The foregoing reflections bring us to that point 
where we leave the Divine essence to turn to the 
consideration of its effects. Such an enquiry would 
be impossible, if we had not previously determined 
as far as possible the principal attributes of God, 
the efficient and final Cause of all things. But what- 
ever the importance of the results so far obtained, if 
we consider them from the point of view of our human 
knowledge, we must not forget their extreme short- 
comings compared with the infinite object on which 
they claim to enlighten us. It is unquestionably a 
precious gain for us to grasp the eternity of God, His 
infinity and His perfection; to know His intelligence 
and His goodness. But if this poor knowledge were 
to make us forget that the Divine essence remains for 
us in this world unknown, it were better never to 
have attained even to that knowledge. Our intellect 


can be said to know a thing only if it can define it; ie. 
all points t whichitis. But we must not forget 


that all that our intellect has been able to conceive of 
God, has been conceived only in a defective manner 
which is the reason why the Divine essence escapes 
our grasp. We can conclude with Dionysius the 


_Areopagite,"® by affirming that the fullest know- 


ledge vouchsafed to us in this life of the Divine nature 
is the certitude that God remains beyond all that we 
may think concerning Him.” 
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Chapter VII 
CREATION 


A. THE NATURE OF THE CREATIVE ACT 


WE saw that, according to St. Thomas, the sole object 
of all Philosophy is God. Its first object is therefore 
His nature; its second object is His effects. We must 
accordingly address ourselves to this second problem; 
but before considering His effects, i.e. all creatures in 
their hierarchic order, we must determine the mode in 
which these creatures issue from their first principle.t 

The mode in which every created thing issues from 
its universal cause—which is God—goes by the name 
of “creation.” Hence the importance of defining 
the nature of creation. We speak of creation when- 
ever something which was not, begins to be. In other 
words, there is creation wherever a transition occurs 
from non-being to being, in other words, from nothing- 
ness to being. Applying this notion to all existing 
things, we may say that creation, which is the emana- 
tion of all being, consists in the act whereby all things 
pass from non-being or nothingness to being.? This is 
the meaning of the expression that God has created the 
world from nothing. Butit is important to note that in 
this assertion the preposition “from” signifies in no way 
the material cause; it means simply a sequence. 
God has not created the world from nothing in the 
sense that He caused it to issue from nothing as from 
a sort of pre-existing matter, but in the sense that, 
after the nothing, being appeared. ‘Creating from 
nothing,” in short, means “not creating from some- 
thing.” This expression, far from putting any matter 
at the beginning of things, systematically excludes all 
conceivable matter,’ in the same way as when we say 
that someone is sad about nothing, we mean that 
his sadness has no cause. 
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If such is indeed the mode of production signified 
by the term “creation,” it is evident that God can 
create and is alone capable of creating. For it has 
been established that God is the universal Cause of all 
being. Now, the workman when he manufactures 
something, uses a matter not produced by him—wood, 
for example; this matter is produced by nature, and 
moreover produced only as to its form, not as to its 
matter. But if God created merely by using some 
pre-existing matter, this matter would not be caused 
by Him. Therefore, to say that God is the universal 
Cause of all being, taken in its totality, is to affirm 
that God is capable of creating.® Are we to add that 
He alone is capable of creating? This is denied by the 
Arabic philosophers, notably by Avicenna. The 
latter, though admitting that creation is the action 
proper to the universal Cause, nevertheless considers 
that certain inferior causes, acting by virtue of the 
First Cause, are capable of creating. Avicenna 
in particular teaches that the first separate substance, 
created by God, creates then the substance and the 
soul of that sphere, and that thereupon the substance 
of this sphere creates the matter of the inferior bodies. 
In the same way the Master of the Sentences? asserts 
that God can communicate to the creature the power 
of creating, but only by delegation, not by right of its 
own authority. Now, it must be plain that the con- 
ception of a creative creature is self-contradictory. 
All creation by a creature must evidently presuppose 
the existence of that creature. But we know that the 
creative act presupposes nothing anterior to itself, 
and this is as true of the efficient Cause as of matter. 
It simply causes being to follow upon non-being. 
Creative power is consequently incompatible with the 
condition of the creature which is on the contrary 
incapable of acting except by means of being and of 
the powers previously received.® 

It is interesting, by the way, to look for the secret 
motive which led the Arabic philosophers to attribute 
-he power of creation to the creature. The reason is 
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that according to their view, a single and simple cause 
can produce only a single effect. One thing only can 
issue from one thing; consequently a succession of 
single causes must be admitted, each producing a 
single effect, in order to explain how a multitude of 
things can have sprung from the first, single and 
simple Cause, which is God. It is, indeed, true that 
from some one and simple principle only one thing 
can come; but this is true only in the case of whatever 
acts by the necessity of its nature. The reason, 
therefore, why the Arabic philosophers admitted the 
existence of creatures which were also creative, was 
at bottom, that they considered creation as a necessary 
production. A complete refutation of their doctrine 
involves therefore the question whether God created 
things by necessity of nature and how His simple and 
single essence could be the source of the multiplicity of 
beings. 

St. Thomas’ answer to these two questions is con- 
tained in a single sentence. We maintain, he says; 
that things proceed from God by means of knowledge 
and intelligence, and in this mode a multitude of 
things can proceed directly from a single and simple 
God whose wisdom contains in itself the universality 
of beings. _What implications does this assertion 
contain and what deeper significance does it impart 
to the conception of creation? 

There are three reasons which compel us to hold 
firmly that God has brought creatures into being out © 
of His own free will and without any natural necessity. 
The first is as follows: we must admit that the universe 
is ordered with a view to a certain end; if it were other- 
wise, the universe would be the result of chance. 
God therefore set Himself an end in creating it. Now, 
it is true enough that nature can, like the will, act 
towards an end; but nature and will tend towards 
their ends in quite different ways. For nature 
knows neither the end, nor the reason of the end, nor 
the relation of means to the end; nature cannot 
consequently either set itself an end, nor move 
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towards it, nor arrange or direct its actions with a 
view to the end. On the contrary, a being, acting 
by will, possesses all this knowledge which nature 
lacks; he acts for the sake of an end in the sense that 
he knows it, sets himself this end, moves towards it, 
so to speak, of his own account, and orders his actions 
in relation to thisend. In short: nature tends towards 
an end only because it is moved and directed to it 
by a being endowed with will and intelligence; as an 
arrow tends towards the aim because the direction is 
given to it by the archer. Now, whatever is by or 
through something else, is always posterior to some- 
thing existing of itself. If, therefore, nature tends 
towards an aim assigned to it by an intelligence, 
the first being who gave it its end and its disposition 
in view of this end, must have created it, not out of 
the necessity of His nature, but out of His intelligence 
and will. 

The second argument is that nature operates always, 
unless prevented, in the same invariable way. And 
the reason is that everything acts according to its 
nature, so that, as long as it remains the same thing, 
it acts in the same way; but everything acting by 
nature, is determined to a single mode of being; 
nature, therefore, performs always one and the same 
action. But the Divine being is in no way determined 
to a single mode of being; we have seen, on the con- 
trary, that He contains in Himself the total perfection 
of being. If, therefore, He acted by necessity of 
nature, He would produce a sort of infinite and in- 
determinate being; but two simultaneous infinities 
are impossible"; it is consequently self-contradictory 
that God should act by necessity of nature. Now 
the only action possible, apart from natural necessity, 
is voluntary action. We conclude therefore that 
things proceed, as so many determinate effects, from 
the infinite perfection of God, according to the deter- 
mination of His intelligence and of His will. 

The third argument is drawn from the relation of 
effects to their cause. Effects pre-exist in their cause 
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only according to the mode of being of the cause. Now, 
Divine being is His very intelligence: His effects 
pre-exist therefore in the intelligible mode of being; 
they also proceed according to the intelligible mode 
of being and therefore in the last resort by the will. 
For the inclination of God to accomplish what His 
intelligence has conceived, falls into the sphere of 
His will. Consequently, it is the will of God that is 
the first Cause of all things. The question remains 
how a multitude of particular things can spring from 
this single and simple Being. For God is the infinite 
being from whom all that exists has its being; but, on 
the other hand, God is absolutely simple and all that 
is in Him is His own being. How can the diversity 
of finite things pre-exist in the simplicity of the Divine 
intelligence? The theory of ideas will help us to solve 
this difficulty. 

By “ideas” are meant forms considered as having 
existence apart from the things themselves. Now, 
the form of a thing can exist apart from the thing in 
two distinct ways: either because it is the exemplar 
of that of which it is the form, or because it is the 
principle which enables us to know the thing. In 
either case, we must assume ideas to exist in God. 
In the first place ideas are in God in the shape oi 
exemplars or models. In the case of every production 
which is not the result of a mere accident, the form of 
whatever is produced, evidently constitutes the end of 
the productive process. Now, the agent in this 
process could not act with a view to this form, unless 
he had in himself the resemblance to, or the model 
of, the form. But he may have it in two ways: in 
some beings, the form to be realised pre-exists according 
to its natural being; this is the case of those that act 
by nature; thus man begets man and fire begets fire. 
In other beings, on the contrary, the form pre-exists 
in a purely intelligible mode; this is the case in those 
who act by intelligence; in this manner, the resem- 
blance or the model of a house pre-exists in the mind 
of the architect. Now, we know that the world is not 
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the result of accident; we know further that God does 
not act by natural necessity; we must consequently 
admit the existence in the Divine intelligence of a 
form in resemblance to which the world has been 
created. This is precisely what is called an “idea.” 
Let us go further. Not only one idea of the created 
universe exists in God, but a plurality of ideas, cor- 
responding to the various beings constituting the 
universe. This proposition will be evident, if we 
consider that, when any effect whatever is produced, 
the ultimate object of this effect is precisely whatever 
the producer had mainly intended to achieve. Now, 
the ultimate end in view of which all things are disposed, 
is the order of the universe. The real intention of God 
in creating all things, was therefore the order of the 
universe. But if the intention of God has indeed 
been to create the order of the universe, it follows 
necessarily that God has in Himself the idea of the 
universal order. Now, it is impossible to have the 
idea of a whole without having also adequate ideas of 
the parts composing it. Thus, the architect cannot 
really conceive the idea of a house, unless he forms 
also in himself the idea of each of its parts. It follows 
therefore of necessity that the proper ideas of all 
things must be contained in the mind of God. 

But we can see at the same time why this plurality 
of ideas does not conflict with the Divine simplicity. 
The alleged difficulty here rests on a simple equivoca- 
tion. For there are two kinds of ideas: those which 
are copies, and others which are models. The ideas 
which we form in resemblance to objects, belong to 
the former kind: they are the ideas by means of 
which we know the forms that cause our intellect to 
pass from potency to act. It is of course evident 
that, if the Divine intellect were composed of a 
plurality of ideas of this kind, His simplicity would be 
tpso facto destroyed. But this consequence does not 
follow, if we assume all ideas to be in God in the shape in 
which the idea of the work is in the mind of the crafts- 
man. This idea is no longer that by which the intellect 
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knows, but that which the intellect knows and by 
which the intelligent being is able to accomplish his 
work. Now, a plurality of such ideas introduces no 
composition into the intellect in which they are; 
on the contrary, their being known is implied in the 
knowledge which God has of Himself. For, we said that 
God knows perfectly His own essence; He therefore 
knows it under the modes by which it is knowable. 
But the Divine essence can be known not only as in 
itself, but also as imitable in a certain manner by 
created things. Each creature possesses its own being 
which is merely a manner of participating in the re- 
semblance to the Divine essence, and the proper idea of 
this creature represents simply this particular mode 
of participation. Accordingly, inasmuch as God knows 
His essence as imitable by such and such a particular 
creature, He has the idea of this creature. And the 
same applies to all others.® 

We know that creatures pre-exist in God in the 
shape of intelligible being, i.e. in the shape of ideas, 
and that these ideas introduce no complexity in the 
mind of God. Nothing, therefore, prevents us now 
from seeing in Him the single and direct author of the 
diverse beings of which the universe is composed. 
But perhaps the most important result of the preceding 
considerations is to show, how inadequate and vague 
our first definition of the creative act was. In saying 
that God has created the world ex nihilo, we excluded 
from the creative act the conception of a resemblance to 
the activity of a craftsman utilising some pre-existing 
matter for his work. But if we take this expression 
in a negative sense, as it has been shown that we must, 
it leaves the first origin of things completely unex- 
plained. It is certain that nothingness is not the 
original matrix whence all creatures can spring; 
being can only issue from being. We now know from 
what First Being all other beings come; they exist 
only because all essence is derived from the Divine 
essence: omnis essentia derivatur ab essentia divina.® 
This formula in no way violates the real thought 
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of St. Thomas; for no being would exist, unless God 
were virtually all beings: est virtwaliter omnia; and 
it adds nothing to the assertion often repeated by the 
philosopher that each being is perfect in the very 
measure in which it participates in the Divine per- 
fection.” 

It may perhaps be asked how creatures can be 
derived from God without either fusing with Him or 
being superadded to Him. The solution of this 
problem need not detain us. Creatures have no 
goodness, no perfection, no particle of being which they 
do not hold from God; but we know already that none 
of all these are in the creature in the same mode as in 
God. The creature 7s not what it merely has; God 1s 
what He has; He zs His being, His goodness, His per- 
fection, and therefore creatures, though they derive 
their being from God since He is Being absolutely, 
hold it merely in a participated and defective manner 
which keeps them at an infinite distance from the 
Creator. As a pure analogue of Divine being, the 
created being can neither form an integral part of 
God, nor be added to, nor subtracted from Him. There 
is nO common measure between two quantities not of 
the same order. The whole problem is consequently a 
false problem; it vanishes as soon as the question has 
been rightly framed. 

There remains the question why God has wished 
to realise outside Himself these particular and diverse 
beings which He knew as possible. In Him and taken 
in its intelligible being, the creature is fused with the 
Divine essence ; or, more exactly, the creature, as idea, is 
nothing but the creative essence.’ How comes it that 
God should have projected outside Himself a part of 
His ideas or that He at least should have projected 
outside Himself a reality, the whole being of which 
consists in imitating some of the ideas He thinks in 
thinking Himself? We have already seen the only 
explanation which the human mind can offer: that 
good tends naturally to diffuse itself beyond itself; its 
characteristic feature is to seek to communicate itself 
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to other beings to the extent to which they are capable 
of receiving it1® What is true of every good being in 
proportion as it is good, is eminently true of the 
Supreme Good which we call God. The tendency to 
propagate and communicate itself, expresses then 
nothing but the superabundance of an infinite Being 
whose perfection overflows and spreads over a hierarchy 
of participating beings: thus the sun, without having 
_ to reason or to choose, illuminates, by the mere presence 
of its being, all that shares in its light. But this com- 
parison used by St. Dionysius, requires some explana- 
tion. The internal law governing the essence of the 
good and causing it to communicate itself, must not be 
taken as a natural necessity which God is constrained to 
follow. If creative action resembles the illumination 
of the sun in so far as God, like the sun, leaves no being 
untouched by His influence, it yet differs from it, since 
the sun is devoid of will.2° The proper object of the 
will is the good; consequently the goodness of God, 
in so far as it is desired and loved by Him, is the cause 
of the creature. But it is so only by the intermediate 
action of the will. Thus, we assume that there 
is in God an infinitely powerful tendency to diffuse 
and communicate Himself outside Himself, and at the 
same time that He diffuses and communicates Himself 
only by an act of His will. These two assertions, far 
from contradicting, rather confirm each other. 

The act of the will is, in fact, nothing but the in- 
clination to the good apprehended by the understand- 
ing: God, who knows His own goodness in itself and 
as imitable by creatures, wills it therefore both in 
itself and in the creatures capable of sharing it. But 
from the fact that such is the will of God, it does not 
follow that God is subject to any necessity whatever. 
The Divine goodness is infinite and complete; the entire 
creation could therefore not increase this goodness 
in the slightest degree, and, conversely, even if God did 
not communicate His goodness to any being, His good- 
ness would not in the least be decreased.” Conse- 
quently created being in general, does not introduce 
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any necessity into the will of God. Are we to say, 
at least, that, if God meant to realise creation, He 
had necessarily to realise it, as He has realised it? 
Not by any means. And the reason is still the same. 
God wills mecessarily His own goodness, but this 
goodness is in no way increased by the existence of 
creation; neither would it be diminished by its disap- 
pearance. Consequently, just as God manifests his 
goodness by the things now existing actually, and 
further by the order established within these things, so 
He might manifest it by other creatures disposed in a 
different order.22 The actual universe, being the only 
one in existence, is 7pso facto the best there 7s, but it is 
not the best that might be.* And just as God could or 
could not create a universe, so He could create a better 
or a worse, without His will being in either case sub- 
ject to any necessity.* The fact is that all the diffi- 
culties that can arise on this point, spring from one and 
the same confusion. They all assume that creation 
brings God into a relation to created things as to His 
object; whence the attempt naturally follows to see in 
created things the determining cause of the Divine will. 
But in reality creation establishes in God no relation to 
the creature; here again the relation is unilateral and 
holds only between the creature and the Creator as 
between being and its principle.2® We must accordingly 
hold firmly to this conclusion, that God wills Himself, 
and necessarily wills only Himself; and that, if the 
super-abundance of His being and of His love leads Him 
to will and to love Himself even in the finite participa- 
tions of His being, we must see therein nothing but a 
free gift and nothing even remotely resembling a 
necessity. 

To push the enquiry further would exceed the limits 
of the knowable, or, to be more accurate, to attempt 
to know what has no existence. For the only question 
that might be raised is this: why did God, who was able 
not to create the world, nevertheless will to create it? 
Why, if He was able to create other worlds, did He 
create this one? But such a question admits of no 
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answer, unless we are satisfied with this: that it is so 
because God willed it. We know that the Divine will 
has no cause. No doubt, all effects which presuppose 
another effect, do not depend solely on the will of God; 
but the first effects depend on the Divine will alone. 
For instance, we may say that God gave man hands 
to be the obedient instrument of his intellect in 
carrying out his wishes; that He willed man to be 
endowed with intellect because this was necessary 
for his being a man; and that He willed men to be 
for the greater perfection of the universe and because 
He wishes that such creatures should exist to rejoice in 
Him. But to assign an ulterior cause to this last will, 
remains absolutely impossible; the existence of the 
world and of creatures capable of rejoicing in their 
Creator has no other cause but the pure and simple will 
of God.?? 

Such is the true nature of the creative act, at least 
as far as we are able to determine it. There remains 
the consideration of its effects. But before examining 
these in themselves and according to their disposition 
in the hierarchic order which they received from God, 
we must raise two general problems, the solution of 
which affects created nature in its totality: viz. at 
what moment have things come into existence and 
whence arise their distinctions and inequalities ? 


B. THE BEGINNING 


The problem of the beginning of the world is one of 
the obscurest questions that the philosopher can 
attack. Some profess to prove that the world has 
always existed; others, on the contrary, set out to show 
that the world has necessarily had a beginning in 
time. The upholders of the first thesis appeal to the 
authority of Aristotle, but the writings of that thinker 
are not explicit on this point. In the eighth book 
of the “Physics” and the first book of “De Coelo” his 
object seems to have been to establish the eternity 
of the world only in order to refute the teaching of 
certain ancients who attributed to the world an 
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inacceptable mode of beginning. He tells us, moreover, 
that there are some dialectical problems for which 
we have no demonstrative solution, such, for example, 
as the question whether the world is eternal.*® Aris- 
totle’s authority, therefore, which by the way would 
by no means suffice to settle the question, cannot be 
appealed to on this point.2® As a matter of fact, we 
meet here a clearly marked Averroist®® doctrine which 
the Bishop of Paris, Etienne Tempier, had condemned 
as early as 1270: quod mundus est aeternus and quod 
nunquam fut primus homo. Among the numerous 
arguments on which the doctrine professed to rest, one 
is particularly worthy of our consideration, for it leads 
to the very heart of the difficulty, since it claims 
the all-powerful causality of the Creator as its foun- 
dation. 

To posit an efficient cause means positing 7pso facto 
the effect. Every cause not immediately resulting 
in its effect is a non-sufficient, because imperfect, 
cause; that is to say, it requires something in order to 
produce its effect. Now, God is the sufficient cause of 
the world, either as final Cause, since He is the supreme 
Good, or as exemplary Cause, since He is supreme 
Wisdom, or as efficient Cause, since He is Omnipotence. 
On the other hand, we know that God exists from all 
eternity; the world, like its own sufficient Cause, 
therefore exists also from all eternity.*4 Moreover, it 
is evident that the effect proceeds from its cause by 
reason of the action exercised by the cause. But the 
action of God is eternal, otherwise we should have to 
admit that God, originally in potency in respect of 
His action, changed from potency to act under the 
impulse of some anterior agent—which is impossible ;*” 
or we should lose sight of the fact that the action of 
God is His own substance, which is eternal.3? It 
follows, therefore, necessarily that the world has 
always existed. If we, further, consider the problem 
from the point of view of creatures, we see that we 
are driven to the same conclusion. For we know 
that there are incorruptible beings in the world, like 
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the celestial bodies and intellectual substances. Now, 
the incorruptible, i.e. that which is capable of existing 
always, cannot be conceived as existing sometimes and 
sometimes not, for it exists as long as it has the power 
to exist. Now, everything that begins to exist, falls 
into the class of things which sometimes exist and 
sometimes not; consequently, nothing incorruptible 
can have had a beginning, and we may conclude that 
the universe, outside which incorruptible substances 
would have neither place nor justification for being, 
also exists from all eternity.** Finally, we can deduce 
the eternity of the world from the eternity of move- 
ment. Tor nothing begins to be in motion except for 
the reason that either the mover or the thing moved is 
in a different state from that in which it was at the 
moment preceding the movement. Or, in other words, 
a new movement cannot be produced without a pre- 
ceding change in either the mover or the thing set in 
motion. But to change is nothing but to move; 
consequently there is always a movement anterior to 
that which sets in, and therefore, however far we 
ascend the chain of this series, we shall always find 
movement. But if motion has always existed, it 
follows that a thing moved has also existed, for move- 
ment exists only in the thing moved. The universe 
has therefore always existed.* 

These arguments are all the more seductive in ap- 
pearance as they seem to rest on the most authentic 
principles of Peripatetic philosophy. Nevertheless, 
they cannot be considered as truly conclusive. In 
the first place, we can eliminate the last two arguments 
by a simple distinction. From the fact that there 
has always been motion, it does not by any means 
follow that there has always been a thing moved. 
The only legitimate conclusion of the argument is 
simply that there has always been movement as soon 
as a thing in motion existed; but this thing in motion 
can only have come into existence by way of creation. 
Aristotle sets out this argument in the eighth book 
of his “Physics” against those who admitted the 
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eternal existence of things in motion, and yet denied 
the eternity of movement. The argument, therefore, 
proves nothing against us, as we hold that, ever since 
things in motion existed, movement has also existed. 
The same observations apply to the argument from 
the incorruptibility of celestial bodies. It must, 
of course, be conceded that a thing naturally capable 
of always existing, cannot be conceived as existing 
sometimes and sometimes not. But it must not 
be forgotten that, to be able to exist always, a thing 
must first exist, and that incorruptible substances 
could not be such before coming into existence. The 
argument of Aristotle set out in the first book of 
“De Coelo,’ does not, therefore, simply conclude 
that incorruptible beings have never begun to exist, 
but that they have not come into existence by way of 
natural generation, like beings susceptible to genera- 
tion and corruption. The possibility of their creation 
is therefore perfectly safeguarded. 

Are we, on the other hand, necessarily driven to 
admit the eternity of a universe which we know to be 
the effect of an eternal sufficient Cause and of an 
eternal action which in their turn are the omnipotent 
efficacy and eternal activity of God? There is nothing 
to force us to this conclusion, if it is true to say, as 
was shown earlier, that God does not act by natural 
necessity but of His own free will. We might, indeed, 
at first sight think it self-contradictory that an om- 
nipotent, immovable and unmoved God, should have 
willed to confer existence at a given point in time 
upon a world which did not exist before. But this 
difficulty reduces itself to a simple illusion which is 
easily dispelled by explaining again the true relation 
‘between the duration of created things and the creative 
will of God. We found already in explaining the pro- 
duction of created things, that we must distinguish 
between the production of a particular creature and 
the “exodus” by which the whole universe issued 
from God. For, in speaking of the production of a 
particular creature, we can show a reason why this 
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creature is such as it is, either by reference to some 
other creature, or to the order of the universe, in 
respect of which each creature is ordered as a part in 
respect of the whole. If, on the contrary, we consider 
the coming into existence of the whole universe, it 
becomes impossible to seek the reason why the universe 
is as it is, in another created reality. For, since the 
reason for any particular arrangement of the universe 
cannot be found in the power of God which is infinite 
and inexhaustible, nor in the Divine goodness which is 
self-sufficient and has no need of any creature, the 
only remaining reason for the choice of such a 
universe, is the pure and simple will of God. If we 
apply this conclusion to the selection of the moment 
fixed by God for the coming into existence of the world, 
we must say, that, just as it depended on the simple 
will of God that the universe was of a particular 
extent in point of dimension, so it depended on His 
will alone that the universe should have a particular 
extent of duration, all the more as time is a quantity 
really extrinsic in respect of the nature of the en- 
during thing, and completely indifferent as regards the 
will of God. 

It may be objected that a will may be delayed in 
doing what it intends to do only as the result of some 
modification undergone by it and causing it to do at 
a particular moment of time what it had intended to 
do at another. Consequently, if the immovable will 
of God wills the world, it follows that it willed it 
always, and accordingly the world has always existed. 
But such an argument subjects the action of the first 
Cause to the conditions governing the action of par- 
ticular causes acting in time. The particular cause 
is not the cause of the time within which its action 
takes place; God, on the contrary, is Himself the cause 
of time, for time is comprised in the totality of the 
things created by Him. Therefore, in speaking of 
the manner in which the being of the universe has 
issued from God, we have no need to ask why God 
has willed to create this being at that moment rather 
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than at another; such a question would assume that 
time pre-existed to creation, whereas in point of fact 
it is subordinated to it. The only question we can 
raise concerning the creation of the world, is not why 
God has created the world at that moment of time, 
but why He has assigned this extent to the duration of 
this time. Now, the extent of this time depends 
solely on the Divine will, and since, on the other hand, 
Catholic faith teaches us that the world has not always 
-existed, we can admit that God has willed to fix a 
beginning of the world and to assign a limit to its 
duration, as He assigned a limit to its spatial extent. 
The words of Genesis:** In principrum creavit Deus 
coelum et terram, are consequently acceptable to reason.*? 

We know then that the eternity of the world cannot 
be demonstrated. Let us see whether it is not possible 
to go further and to prove its non-eternity. This 
position, usually adopted by the followers of the 
Augustinian philosophy is considered by St. Thomas 
as logically untenable. A first argument, which we 
encountered before as used by St. Bonaventure against 
the Averroists, was the assertion that, if the world 
had existed from all eternity, there must actually 
exist an infinite number of souls. For, since the 
human soul is immortal, all those that have existed 
since an infinite time, must still exist to-day; therefore 
an infinite number must necessarily exist; but this 
is impossible; therefore, the world has at some time 
begun to exist.38 But it is easy to reply to this argu- 
ment that God may have created the world without 
man and without souls, and that, moreover, it has 
never been proved that God could not create an 
actually infinite number of simultaneously existing 
souls.2® The creation of the world in time has also 
been proved by the argument that it is impossible to 
exceed the infinite; now, if the world has not had a 
beginning, an infinite number of revolutions of the 
celestial bodies must have taken place so that in 
order to arrive at the present day, the universe must 
have passed through an infinite number of days, which 
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the premiss states to be impossible. The world has, 
therefore, not always existed.4° But this reasoning is 
not conclusive, for, even if it is granted that an infinite 
number of simultaneous beings is impossible, the 
fact remains that an infinite number of successive 
beings is possible, because every infinite series, in its 
succession, is in point of fact terminated by its 
present term. The number of celestial revolutions 
which would have taken place in a universe the existence 
of which in the past was eternal, would be, strictly 
speaking, a finite number, and no impossibility would 
be involved in the world exceeding this number in order 
to reach the present moment. Moreover, taking all 
the revolutions together, it must be admitted that in a 
universe which has always existed, no single revolution 
could be the first; now, every transition presupposes 
two terms, the point of departure and the point of 
arrival, and since in an eternal world the first term 
would be lacking, the question whether the transition 
from the first day to the present day is possible, cannot 
even arise. Lastly, the eternity of the world has 
been based on the proposition that it is impossible to 
add to the infinite, on the ground that whatever is 
added to, becomes thereby larger, and nothing larger 
than the infinite can exist. But if the world has not 
had a beginning, it must necessarily have had an infinite 
duration and nothing can be added to it. But, this 
assertion is manifestly false, since every day adds a 
celestial revolution to the preceding revolutions; the 
world can therefore have always existed.” But the 
distinction, previously established, is sufficient to 
solve this new difficulty; for nothing prevents an 
infinity from being added to at the end, so to say, at 
which it is, in fact, finite. It follows from the as- 
sumption of an eternal extent of time at the beginning 
of the world, that this time is infinite in the past, 
but finite as its present end, for the present is the 
end of the past. The eternity of the world, con- 
sidered from this point of view, involves therefore no 
impossibility.* 
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The fact is that the non-eternity of the world is 
similarly a truth which cannot be established by 
argument. This truth is like the Mystery of the 
Trinity which also cannot be proved by reason and 
must be accepted by faith. Even the probable argu- 
ments alleged as a basis for them must be disproved 
to prevent the Catholic Faith from seeming to be 
supported by empty reasonings, instead of being 
founded on the unshakeable teaching given to us by 
God.* The creation of the world cannot be deduced 
of necessity either from the consideration of the world 
itself or from that of the will of God. For the principle 
of every proof is contained in the definition of the 
essence from which the properties are deduced. Now, 
essence in itself is irrelevant to time and place—which 
is the reason why universals are said to exist every- 
where and always. The definitions of man, of heaven 
or earth do not in any way imply that these beings 
have always existed, but neither do they imply that 
such beings have not always existed.* Still less can 
the proof be furnished by starting from the will of 
God, for that will is free and without cause; we cannot 
consequently prove anything about it, except con- 
cerning the things which it is necessarily obliged to 
will. But the Divine will may manifest itself to man 
by Revelation whereon Faith is founded. We can, 
therefore, believe, even if we cannot know, that the 
world has had a beginning.*® 

Thus the position to be taken up in respect of this 
difficult question lies midway between that of the 
Averroists and the Augustinians. Against the former, 
St. Thomas maintains the possibility of a beginning 
of the world in time, but maintains also, even contra 
murmurantes, the possibility of its eternity. There 
is no doubt that to solve the problem of creation our 
philosopher has availed himself of the results of his 
predecessors, notably of Albertus Magnus and Moses 
Maimonides. The position adopted by him is not, 
however, identical with that of any one of his pre- 
decessors. Maimonides admits the creation of the 
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world only on the authority of Revelation’; St. Thomas, 
on the contrary, bases it on demonstrative arguments. : 
But both philosophers agree that it is impossible to 
prove the beginning of the world in time, and further 
that it is always possible to deny the eternal existence of 
the world.48 Albertus Magnus, on the other hand, 
admits with Maimonides that the creation of the world 
ex nthilo can be known only by Faith; St. Thomas, 
keeping on this point closer to the Augustinian tra- 
dition than his master, considers this capable of proof. 
Per contra, the creation of the world in time is, accord- 
ing to St. Thomas, incapable of proof; but, according 
to Albertus Magnus, following here the Augustinian 
tradition more closely than his pupil, the beginning 
of the world in time can be proved, once the postulate 
of creation is admitted. Against both these philo- 
sophers, St. Thomas maintains therefore the possibility 
of proving the creation ex nihilo of the universe, wherein 
he is, as we saw, resolutely opposed to Averroés and 
his followers; but, in conceding, like Maimonides, the 
logical possibility of a universe created from all eternity, 
he refuses to confuse the truths of faith with those 
which can be the objects of proof. In this way he 
achieves in his teaching the harmony which he sets 
out to establish between the authentic doctrine of 
Christianity and whatever undoubted truth is con- 
tained in the philosophy of Aristotle. 


C. THE DISTINCTION OF THINGS—EVIL« 


Let us assume that the moment has come when the 
merely possible things which, once realised, are to 
constitute the universe, issue from God to pass into 
being; the problem then presents itself why and how 
a multiplicity of distinct beings is produced by the 
Creator, instead of one single being. The Arabic 
philosophers and especially Avicenna, whose opinion 
we have encountered earlier, attempt to explain 
the plurality and diversity of things by the necessary 
action of the first efficient Cause which is God. 
Avicenna supposes that the first Being understands 
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Himself and that, in so far as He understands and 
knows Himself, He produces a single and unique 
effect which is the first intelligence. Granting this 
assumption, it is inevitable—and St. Thomas would 
follow Avicenna on this point—that the first intelli- 
gence should fall below the simplicity of the First 
Being. For this intelligence is not its own being, and 
possesses being only because it receives it from another; 
it is accordingly in potency in respect of its own being 
and the potency begins at once to intermingle in it 
with act. If, on the other hand, we consider this 
first intelligence in so far as it is endowed with know- 
ledge, we see that, first of all, it knows the first Being, 
and by that very fact an intelligence inferior to the 
first, flows from it. It knows forthwith all the power 
it has in itself, and from this knowledge comes into 
being the body of the first heaven, which this in- 
telligence controls and moves. Lastly, it knows its 
own action and from this springs the soul of the first 
heaven. Continuing in this manner, we should see 
how the diverse beings have been brought forth by a 
multitude of intermediate causes, starting from the 
first Being which is God.4® But this position is 
untenable. A first argument which would be con- 
clusive in itself, is that Avicenna and his followers 
attribute to creatures a creative power which belorgs 
only to God; as this point has been established earlier, 
it is superfluous to revert to it. The second reason is 
that the doctrine of the Arabic commentators and of 
their disciples amounts to placing chance at the 
beginning of the world. On their assumption, the 
universe would not be the result of the intention of 
the first Cause, but the result of a combination of a 
number of causes producing cumulative effects— 
which is precisely what is meant by the word “chance.” 
The doctrine of Avicenna amounts accordingly to the 
assertion that the multiplicity and diversity of things 
which by their multiplicity and diversity contribute 
to the completion and perfection of the universe, are the 
result of chance; and this is manifestly impossible.®° 


CREATION 127 


The first origin of this multiplicity and diversity — 
of things lies therefore not in chance, but in the inten- — 
tion of the first Cause which is God. It is moreover 
not impossible to indicate the practical reason which 
prompted the Creator to produce a multiplicity of 
creatures. Every being which acts, tends to induce ° 
its likeness in the effect which it produces, and it 
succeeds the more perfectly, the more perfect it is 
in itself. For it is evident that the more heat a 
being possesses, the more heat can it give out and 
that the better artist a man is, the more perfect 
is the artistic form imparted to his material. Now, 
God is the supremely perfect agent. It is, therefore, 
in conformity with his nature to induce perfectly 
His likeness in the things created, i.e. as perfectly 
as the finite nature of created things permits. Now, 
it is evident that a single species of creatures would 
not succeed in expressing the likeness to the Creator. 
Since in this case the effect, belonging to finite 
nature, is not of the same order as the cause, which 
is of an infinite nature, the effect of a single and 
solitary species would express only in the obscurest 
and most defective manner the cause from which 
it springs. For a creature to represent as perfectly 
as possible its Creator, it would have to be equal to 
Him: but this is a self-contradiction. We know of one 
instance, and only one, where God is the source of 
a unique person who yet expresses Him completely 
and perfectly: this is the case of the Word. But this 
is not a question of a creature nor of the relation of 
cause and effect: it remains within God. In the case, 
on the contrary, of created and finite things, a mul- 
tiplicity of such beings is necessary to express under 
the greatest possible number of aspects the simple 
perfection whence they flow. The reason for the 
multiplicity and variety of created things is, therefore, 
that this multiplicity and variety were necessary in 
order to express as perfectly as created things can, 
the resemblance to their God and Creator. 

But to posit creatures of different species means 
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necessarily to posit creatures of unequal perfection. 
For wherein can many and different things which all 
express the Divine resemblance, differ from each other? 
They can differ only in their matter or in their form. 
The distinctions arising from a difference of form, 
divide them into distinct species; the distinction 
arising from their diverse matter, constitutes in- 
dividuals numerically distinct from each other. But 
matter exists only in view of its form, and the beings 
which are numerically distinct through their matter, 
are thus distinct only to enable the formal distinction 
to appear which differentiates their species from the 
others. Of incorruptible beings, there exists only one 
individual of each species, i.e. there is neither numerical 
distinction nor matter, for the individual, being in- 
corruptible, suffices to ensure the preservation and 
differentiation of the species. In the case of beings 
which can propagate and die, a multiplicity of in- 
dividuals is necessary to secure the preservation of the 
species. Beings exist, therefore, within a species, as 
numerically distinct individuals, only to enable the 
species to continue as formally distinct from the other 
species. The true and fundamental distinction to be 
found in things, lies in their formal distinctness. 
But, no formal distinctness is possible without in- 
equality. The forms which determine the various 
natures of beings, whereby things are what they are, 
are nothing else, in the last resort, but different 
amounts of perfection. Therefore we may say with 
Aristotle that the forms of things are like numbers: 
for all that is needed to change the species of numbers 
is to add or to subtract a unit. God, since it was im- 
possible to express in a sufficiently perfect manner His 
likeness in a single creature, wishing to impart being 
to a plurality of formally distinct species, was therefore 
bound to produce unequal species. Therefore we find 
in natural things that the species are arranged 
hierarchically and ordered in degrees. As mixed 
compounds are more perfect than elements, so plants 
are more perfect than minerals, animals more perfect 
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than plants, and man more perfect than other animals. 
In this progressive series, each species is more perfect 
than the preceding one. The reason prompting 
Divine wisdom to produce the inequality of beings, 
is therefore the same as that which inclines it to will 
their distinction, viz. the highest perfection of the 
universe.*? 

Here it would, indeed, not be impossible to raise 
a difficulty. If creatures can be arranged _hier- 
archically according to their unequal perfections, 
it is not at first sight obvious how they can have 
issued from God. An excellent being can will only 
excellent things, and between really excellent things 
it would be impossible to note degrees of perfection. 
Therefore, God, who is excellent, must have willed 
that all things should be equal.®? But this objection 
rests merely on an equivocation. When an excellent 
being acts, the effect produced by it must be on the 
whole excellent; but it is not necessary that every 
part of the effect must be in itself excellent; it is 
enough that the part be excellently proportioned to the 
whole. Now, this proportion may demand a merely 
mediocre excellence of certain parts. The eye is the 
noblest part of the body, but the body would be ill- 
constituted if every part had the dignity of the eye, 
or still more so, if every part of it were an eye, for the 
other parts have severally their own functions to 
perform, which the eye, despite all its excellence, would 
be incapable of performing. The same difficulties 
would arise, if all the parts of a house were roofs; 
for such an habitation could not attain its perfection 
nor fulfill its end which is to protect its inhabitants 
against heat and rain. Far from contradicting the 
excellence of the Divine nature, the inequality, there- 
fore, which we find in things is an evident sign of its 
supreme wisdom. It does not mean that God has 
necessarily willed the finite and limited beauty of his 
creatures; for we know that His infinite goodness 
cannot in any way be increased by creation. But we 
would simply say that it harmonized with the order of 
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His wisdom that the unequal multiplicity of the 
creatures should ensure the perfection of the uni- 
werse.”* 

The reason tor a difference in the degrees of per- 
fection of the various orders of creatures is, therefore, 
manifest. But we may still legitimately raise the 
question whether this explanation absolves the Creator 
from having willed a universe within which evil cannot 
fail to occur. 

We may say, in effect, that the perfection of the 
universe requires the inequality of beings. The 
infinite perfection of God could be suitably imitated 
only by a multiplicity of finite beings, and it was 
accordingly necessary that all degrees of goodness 
should be represented in things for the universe to form 
a sufficiently perfect image of its Creator. Now to 
possess so excellent a perfection as to make it im- 
possible to fall short of it, is a certain degree of good- 
ness; it is another degree of goodness to possess a 
perfection of which it is possible to fall short in 
certain circumstances. We accordingly find both 
these degrees of goodness represented in things: 
certain things are so constituted that they can 
never lose their being; such are the incorporeal 
and incorruptible creatures. Certain others can lose 
their being such as the corporeal and corruptible 
beings. Thus, by the very fact that the perfection of 
the universe requires the existence of corruptible 
beings, it also requires that certain beings should be 
able to fall short of their degree of perfection. But 
falling short of a certain degree of perfection, and 
consequently the deficiency in a certain good con- 
stitutes the very definition of evil. The existence in 
the world of corruptible beings brings inevitably in its 
train the presence of evil; and to assert that it was 
in harmony with the order of Divine wisdom to will 
the inequality of beings, is the same as to assert 
that it harmonized with it to will evil. But would 
such an assertion not imperil the infinite perfection 
of the Creator? 
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In one sense, this objection confronts the human 
mind with an insoluble problem. It is incontestable 
that the production of any order whatever of creatures 
was inevitably bound to lead to the existence of a 
subject and, as it were, a ground of imperfection. 
This was not merely a matter of convenience, but of 
real necessity. A creature as such is characterised 
by a certain deficiency in the degree and mode of 
being: Esse autem rerum creatarum deductum est ab 
esse divino secundum quamdam deficientem assimila- 
tionem.® Creation is not only an “exodus,” but 
also a “descending from”: Nulla creatura recipit totam 
plenitudinem divinae bonitatis, quia perfectiones a Deo 
im creaturas per modum cujusdam descensus pro- 
cedunt;>? and we shall have to observe a continuous 
series of descending gradations of being in proceeding 
from the noblest to the lowliest creatures; still this 
deficiency will be apparent even in the very first 
degree of created things, and will moreover appear from 
the first as an infinite degradation, since it represents 
the distance between what is Being in itself and what 
possesses being only as received. Undoubtedly— 
and we shall see the reason of it further on—a finite 
being is not a bad being, if no defect is to be found in 
its proper essence, but we know also that a universe 
composed of finite beings requires a multiplicity of 
distinct essences, i.e. in the last resort, a hierarchy 
of unequal essences, of which some are incorruptible 
and outside the range of evil, whereas others are 
subject to evil and are corruptible. But to determine 
why God has willed these imperfect and defective 
creatures, is an impossible quest, as we have ex- 
plained. We may refer as a reason to the Divine 
goodness which wills its own diffusion outside itself 
among finite participations of its supreme perfec- 
tion; but we can assign no cause to it, because the 
will of God is the first Cause of all beings, and con- 
sequently ng being can in respect of it play the part 
of cause. But if we simply ask how it is metaphysically 
possible for a limited and partially bad universe to 
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have come from a perfect God, without the corruption 
of the creature falling back upon the Creator, we raise 
a question which the human mind cannot leave 
without an answer. In point of fact, this apparently 
formidable problem rests on nothing but a confusion. 
Are we, like the Manicheans, to appeal to an evil 
principle which is alleged to have created whatever 
the universe contains in the way of corruptible and 
defective things? Or are we to conceive the first 
Principle of all things as having ordered the degrees 
of being by introducing into the universe, within each 
essence, the requisite admixture of evil to limit its 
perfection? This would overlook the fundamental 
truth expressed by Dionysius: Malum non est existens 
neque bonum.®8 Evil has no existence. We have 
previously encountered the thesis that everything 
that is desirable is a good. Now, every nature desires 
its own existence and its own perfection; the perfection 
and the being of every nature are therefore truly good 
things. But if the perfection and the being of all 
things are goods, it follows that the opposite to good, 
i.e. evil, has neither perfection nor being. The word 
“evil” means, accordingly, a certain lack of good and 
of being, for being as such is a good and therefore the 
lack of the one entails necessarily the lack of the 
other.» Evil is, therefore, if we may so express it, 
a purely negative reality; more correctly, it has no 
degree of either essence or reality. To set out this 
conclusion more in detail: what we call an evil in 
the substance of a thing, reduces itself to the lack of 
a quality which it ought naturally to possess. If we 
note that man has no wings, we do not believe that this 
is an evil, because the nature of the human body does 
not permit of wings; again, we see no evil in a man not 
having fair hair, because, though fair hair is com- 
patible with human nature, it is not necessarily linked 
with it. Per contra, it is an evil for a man to be 
without hands, though this would be no evil for a bird. 
Now, the term “deprivation,” taken strictly and in its 
proper sense, signifies precisely the absence or lack 
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of something that a being ought naturally to possess. 
Evil reduces itself to a deprivation in this sense ;*? 
it is therefore a pure negation within a substance; it 
is neither an essence nor a reality.* 

Hence we also see that, if evil has nothing positive 
about it and precisely because it is nothing positive, 
its presence in the universe would be unintelligible 
in the absence of positive and real subjects to be its 
vehicle. This conclusion looks admittedly somewhat 
paradoxical. Evil is not a being; all good, on the 
contrary, belongs to being. Is it not strange to assert 
that non-being requires a being in which to subsist as 
in its subject? This objection holds, however, only 
against non-being taken as a simple negation; and in 
that case it is absolutely irrefutable. The pure and 
simple absence of being cannot require any subject 
to support it. But, as just explained, evil is negation 
within a substance, viz. the lack of some part of the 
substance, and, in short, a deprivation. There would 
consequently be no deprivation and therefore no evil, 
without the existence of substances or subjects within 
which the deprivation can find a place. Thus, it is 
not true that every negation requires a real and positive 
subject, but this is, nevertheless, true in the case of 
those special negations which we call deprivations, 
because privatio est negatio in subjecto. The true and 
only support of evil is the good.® 

The relation between evil and the good supporting 
it, is, however, never such that evil can consume and, 
as it were, exhaust the good completely; for if this 
were so, evil would consume and exhaust itself. For 
as long as evil subsists, there must always be a subject 
within which evil can subsist. Now, the subject of 
evil is the good; there remains therefore always some 
good over.®* Better still: we can assert that evil has, 
in a certain measure, a cause, and that this cause is 
none other than the good. For, everything that 
subsists in some other thing as in its subject, must 
necessarily have a cause, and this cause must ulti- 
mately be found in the principles of the subject itself 
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or in some external cause. Now, evil subsists in the 
good as in its natural subject: it has therefore neces- 
sarily a cause.“ But it is evident that only a being 
can act as cause, for in order to act, it must be. Now, 
all being as such is good; the good remains, therefore, 
the only possible cause of evil. It is easy to verify 
this proposition by examining the four kinds of causes. 

It is, to begin with, evident that the good is the 
cause of evil in the sense of material cause. This 
conclusion follows from the principles previously set 
out. For it has been shewn that the good is the subject 
within which evil subsists; that is to say, that it is the 
real matter of evil, though it is so merely by accident. 
As regards the formal cause, it must be conceded that 
evil has no such cause, for it is reduced rather to a 
mere deprivation of form. The same applies to the 
final cause, for evil is merely the deprivation of order 
in the disposition of means to theirend. But we may, 
on the contrary, assert that evil often leaves room for 
an accidental efficient cause. This may be clearly 
seen if we distinguish between the evil which finds its 
way into the actions which different beings perform, 
and, the evil which is to be found in the effects of their 
actions. Evil may arise in an action by reason of a 
defect in one or other of the principles which are the 
cause of the action; thus, the defective movement of an 
animal may be put down to the weakness of its motor- 
faculty, as happens in the case of infants, or to the 
malformation of one of its limbs, as in the case of a 
lame man. If, on the other hand, we consider the evil 
as it may be found in the effects of efficient causes, 
it may occur, in the first place, in an effect which is 
not the proper effect of the causes: in that case the 
defect is due either to the active power or to the matter 
on which it acts. “The former is the case, when the 
efficient cause is unable to attain its full form without 
damaging another form. Thus, the presence of the 
form of fire entails the deprivation of the form of air 
and of water; the more perfect the form of the fire 
and the more successfully it imparts its form to the 
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matter on which it acts, the more completely will it 
destroy the contrary forms it encounters. The evil, 
and the destruction of air and water, find their cause, 
accordingly, in the perfection of the fire; but they result 
from it only by accident. The end towards which fire 
tends, is not to deprive water of its form, but to impart 
its own form to the matter on which it operates, and 
only because it tends to this end, does it happen to be 
the origin of an evil and of a deprivation. If we lastly 
consider the defects which may occur in the effect 
proper to fire, for example its failure to heat, the 
origin of this defect will necessarily be found either in 
a failure of the active power of the fire, already dis- 
cussed, or in an inadequate disposition of the matter, 
badly prepared, let us say for instance, to receive the 
action of the fire. But none of these defects can rest 
upon anything but a good, for it is the property of 
the good and of being alone, to act and to be a cause. 
We may, therefore, legitimately conclude that evil has 
no other but accidental causes, but that, with this 
reservation, the only possible cause of evil is its 
contrary: the good.® 

Lastly, we may proceed to this final conclusion 
to which we must hold firmly, however strange it may 
appear: viz. the cause of evil lies always in some good, 
and yet, God, who is the Cause of all good, is not the 
cause of evil. For it follows clearly from the preceding 
considerations, that, when evil is reducible to a defect 
in some act, its cause is always a defect in the being that 
acts. Now in God there is no defect, but, on the 
contrary, supreme perfection. The evil caused by a 
defect in the acting being could not, therefore, have 
God for its cause. But if we consider the evil which 
consists in the corruption of certain beings, we must, 
on the other hand, assign its cause to God. This is 
equally evident in the case of beings which act by 
nature and those which act by will. For we have 
asserted that when a being by its action causes a form, 
the production of which entails the destruction of 
another form, its act must be considered as the cause 
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of this deprivation or defect. Now, the main form 
which God evidently has in view in creation is the 
good of the universal order. But the order of the 
universe requires, as we saw, that some of the things 
should be defective. God is therefore the cause of the 
corruptions and defects of all things, but only in con- 
sequence of his will to bring about the good of the 
universal order, and as it were, by accident. In 
short, the effect of a defective secondary cause may 
be attributed to the first Cause which is free from ail 
defect, in respect of whatever being and perfection is 
present in it, but not in respect of whatever evil or 
defectiveness it contains. In the same manner as 
whatever movement is observed in the gait of a 
lame man is attributable to his motor-faculty and 
whatever haltingness to the malformation of his leg, 
in like manner whatever being and action is observable 
in a bad act, is attributable to God as to its cause, 
but whatever defectiveness is contained in the act, 
is attributable to the defective secondary cause, 
and not to the almighty perfection of God.® 

Thus, from whatever angle we approach the problem, 
we always come back to the same conclusion. Evil 
as such is nothing. It is, therefore, inconceivable that 
God could be its cause. If asked, further, what is its 
cause, we must reply that it reduces itself to the 
tendency of certain things to return to non-being. Ii 
is undoubtedly not impossible to conceive finite and 
limited beings in whom yet no evil is to be found. In 
fact there are in the world incorruptible beings which 
never lack in anything belonging to their nature; but 
good exists also in those beings of lesser perfection, 
such as the corruptible beings, and if we note their 
presence in the world, the reason is that it pleased the 
Divine wisdom to form a more perfect image of itself, 
by expressing itself in unequal creatures, some of which 
should be corruptible and others not. But we see in 
both only goodness, being and perfection. In that 
descending scale, issuing from God, we see but the 
effusion and transmission of being. Even the vilest : 
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creature, the infinitesimal perfection of which is almost 
entirely swallowed up by evil, still enriches with its 
minute fragment the total perfection of the universe; 
even in its wretched degree of being, it still expresses 
something of God. We shall therefore proceed to ex- 
amine this hierarchy of created goods which God, of His 
free and causeless will, has formed in His image, and 


we 


shall first consider the supreme degree of this 


hierarchy, the creature wholly free from all matter, 
the angel. 


I. 
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Cf. De Potentia, III., 2; Sum. theol., I. 45, 2, ad 2™ and 3™.; 
Cont. Gent., II. 17. It is a movement only for our thought 
(secundum rationem) which can conceive a production only 
as a ‘‘mutatio’’ of potency to act. But the beings are, in 
an eminent sense, in God, and not in potency. 
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Deo.” (De Potentia, III. 47, ad Resp.) 
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Chapter VIII. 


THE ANGELS 


THE order of creatures in whom the highest degree of 
created perfection is realised, is that of the pure 
spirits, usually called angels. Very frequently the 
historians of St. Thomas either pass over in complete 
silence this part of his system or are content with a 
mere allusion to it. Such an omission is all the 
more to be regretted as the Thomistic Angelology 
does not constitute in the mind of its author an enquiry 
of a specifically theological kind. The angels are 
creatures whose existence can be proved and, in 
exceptional cases, observed; their suppression would 
render the universe, taken as a whole, unintelligible; 
and lastly, the nature and the operations of inferior 
creatures such as man can be perfectly understood 
only by comparison with, and often by opposition to, 
those of the angels. In short, in a doctrine which 
bases the ultimate reason of beings so constantly 
upon the place occupied by them in the universe, it is 
impossible to omit the consideration of a whole order 
of creatures, without seriously endangering the equili- 
brium of the entire system. It must be added that 
the Angelology of St. Thomas is the final stage of a 
slow evolution of ideas, in the course of which hetero- 
geneous elements converge, some of strictly speaking 
religious, others of purely philosophical origin. 

It is known nowadays? that three sources have con- 
tributed to this part of the Thomistic system. In the 
first place, there were the astronomical theories on 
certain spiritual substances, considered as the causes of 
the movements of the spheres and of the stars. 
Secondly, metaphysical speculations on the pure 
spirits, considered as degrees of being, and marking, 
so to say. definite stages in the “exodus” by which the 
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multiplicity of things have issued from the One. 
Lastly, conceptions of biblical origin concerning angels 
and demons. The astronomical data just mentioned, 
originated from Aristotle who in this matter was 
himself under the influence of Plato. According to 
Aristotle, the first immovable mover imparts move- 
ment, inasmuch as he is loved and desired; but love 
and desire presuppose knowledge: hence the celestial 
spheres can be set in motion only by an intelligent 
substance, considered as the moving force. Again, 
Plato already had identified the soul of the world with 
the principle of universal order and had considered 
the stars as set in motion by divine souls. The suc- 
cessors of the two philosophers side with one or other 
of these views. But while the strict Platonists 
attribute a real soul to the stars, the Fathers and 
Doctors of the Church observe a greater reserve on 
this question; none of them admit this view directly; 
some consider it as possible, most of them deny it. 
The Aristotelian teaching which seems to have con- 
fined itself to affirming moving intelligences without 
attributing actual souls to the stars, was interpreted 
in the Middle Ages in different ways. Among the 
Eastern commentators some, like Alfarabi, Avicenna 
and Algazel, ascribed the principle of astronomical 
movement to real souls, while others located the 
principle of this movement either in a soul deprived of 
all sensory function and reduced to its purely intel- 
lectual part, as did Maimonides, or in a pure and 
simple intelligence, as did Averroés. This is the 
position adopted, in opposition to that of Avicenna, 
by all the great scholastic philosophers. They do not 
consider the celestial bodies as being themselves 
the cause of their own movement, as in the case of the 
elements. Neither do they consider the spheres as 
directly set in motion by God, but they ascribe the 
origin of astronomical movements to pure Intelli- 
gences created by God. 

The metaphysical speculations about the hierarchic 
degrees of being—which requires here to be specially 
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emphasised—originated in the Neoplatonic doctrine 
of emanation. As early as Plotinus, besides the four 
degrees which mark the “exodus” of things outside 
the One, a differentiation begins to take shape within 
the first degree itself, viz. the Intelligence. The 
“ideas” of Plato assume here a proper subsistence and 
a kind of individuality: they arrange themselves in an 
hierarchic order, analogous to that which disposes 
the species under the genera, and the particular sciences 
under Science taken as whole. This organisation 
will be found complete in the successors and disciples 
of Plotinus: Porphyrius, Iamblicus and_ especially 
Proclus. To this last we owe the final formulation 
of the doctrine of Intelligences: their absolute in- 
corporealness and simplicity, their subsistance outside 
time, the nature of their knowledge, etc. Moreover, 
from ancient times onward, there is a tendency to 
identify the pure Intelligences, as the intermediaries 
between the One and the rest of creation, with beings 
of quite different origin: namely, with the angels to 
whom the Bible attributes often the function of 
messengers sent by God to men. Philo already speaks 
of pure spirits peopling the air, who are called demons 
by the philosophers and angels by Moses. Porphyrius 
and JIamblicus reckon the angels and archangels 
among the demons; Proclus classes them with the 
demons in the strict sense of the term, and with heroes, 
to form a triad bridging the gap between the gods and 
men.? Again in Proclus the doctrine is taking shape 
which was eventually to prevail in scholasticism, con- 
cerning the knowledge of angels, presenting it as a 
simply illuminative, not as discursive knowledge. 
It was for the Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite to 
gather up these data and to reach a final synthesis 
of the biblical conception of angel-messengers with 
Neoplatonic speculation; patristic and medieval philo- 
sophy did little more than accept and elaborate his 
teaching.4 Henceforth, the angels are more and more 
conceived as pure spirits; gradually the Neoplatonic 
conception of the absolute incorporealness of the 
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angels prevails over the first hesitation of the patristic 
period,’ and though some of the scholastics maintain 
the distinction of matter and form within the angelic 
substances, it is no longer a question of any corporeal 
matter, even of a luminous or ethereal matter, but of 
mere potentiality and the principle of change. The 
Pseudo-Dionysius not only transformed the angels of 
the Bible into pure spirits, but he also ordered them 
in an elaborate classification,® dividing them into three 
hierarchies, each again divided into three orders. 
This arrangement passed bodily over into the system 
of St. Thomas. The task remained to identify the 
angels, thus conceived, with the intelligences charged 
by the philosophers with the guidance of the movements 
of the spheres. A Priori this identification was in no 
way necessary, and apart from a few indications in 
certain Neoplatonic thinkers, it was the oriental 
philosophers who finally effected it.? The Arabs and 
the Jews identified certain orders of angels from the 
Koran and the Bible, either with the intelligences that 
set the stars in motion, or with the souls of the stars 
dependent upon these intelligences, and the influence 
of Avicenna and Maimonides ultimately decided the 
issue. Western Scholasticism was, however, far from 
simply accepting their conclusions. Albertus Magnus, 
for instance, refused categorically to identify the 
angels with the intelligences; neither St. Bonaventure 
nor St. Thomas accept this assimilation which at 
bottom could be wholly satisfactory only to the 
Averroists; it is therefore only among these latter 
that it can now be found. 

Such are the historical elements, various and of very 
different origins, which St. Thomas succeeded in com- 
bining in a synthesis, both coherent and in many 
respects original. The existence of angels, ie. of an 
order of entirely incorporeal creatures, is attested by 
Holy Scripture:8 Qui facis Angelos tuos spiritus; and 
nothing meets more satisfactorily the needs of reason 
than this affirmation, for reflection leads necessarily 
to the assumption of the existence of incorporeal 
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creatures. The principal object aimed at by God in 
the creation is the supreme good which is the assimila- 
tion to God; as we saw earlier, this is the only raison 
d@ étre of the universe. Now, an effect can be perfectly 
assimilated to its cause only by imitating that whereby 
the cause produces this particular effect: thus the 
warmth of a body resembles the warmth which in the 
first instance warmed it. But we know that God 
created the creatures by intelligence and by will; the 
perfection of the universe accordingly demands the 
existence of intellectual creatures. Now, the object 
of the intellect is the universal; the body, however, 
qué material, as well as all corporal virtue, is on the 
contrary, determined by nature to a particular mode of 
being; truly intellectual beings cannot therefore be 
other than incorporeal, which means that the per- 
fection of the universe demands the existence of beings 
possessing neither matter nor bodies. Moreover, 
the general plan of creation would display a manifest 
gap, if there were no angels. The hierarchy of beings 
is continuous; every nature of a superior degree is 
contiguous by whatever is least noble in it, with 
whatever is most noble in the next inferior degree, 
Thus, intellectual nature is superior to corporeal nature, 
and yet the order of intellectual natures is contiguous 
with the order of corporeal natures at the point of the 
least noble part of intellectual nature, which is the 
rational soul of man. On the other hand, the body 
united with the rational soul, is by the very fact of 
this union, placed at the highest degree in the order 
of bodily natures; the order of nature, to preserve 
proportion, must reserve therefore a place for in- 
tellectual creatures superior to the human soul, ie. 
for the angels who are not united to bodies.!° 

It may, indeed, seem at first sight that an argu- 
ment such as this amounts to no more than a mere 
reason of convenience and harmony; but it would be a 
mistake to think of it as subservient to a purely logical 
and abstract desire for symmetry. If it is reasonable 
to admit the existence of intelligences freed from 
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bodies, who are to the souls united with a body, as the 
bodies ennobled by the union with the soul are to 
bodies without souls, the reason is that there is no 
discontinuity in the hierarchy of created perfections, 
and this very lack of discontinuity is a profound law 
governing the emanation of beings outside God. 
St. Thomas refused to break up the creative activity 
in the manner of the Arabic philosophers and of their 
Western disciples; but though he will not admit that 
each superior degree of creatures imparts being to the 
next inferior degree, he yet maintains firmly the hier- 
archic multiplicity of degrees. A single and simple 
creative power produced and maintains the whole 
creation, but though it does not spring forth afresh like 
a new force at each stage of creation, it none the less 
does not cease to flow through all of them. Hence the 
effects of Divine power are naturally ordered in a con- 
tinuous series of decreasing perfections, and the order 
of created things is such that to flow from one end to 
another, this power must necessarily pass through all the 
intermediate stages. Below the celestial matter, for 
instance, is ranged immediately fire, below which 
comes air, below which is water, below which finally 
lies the earth, all the bodies being thus ordered by 
degrees of decreasing dignity and tenuousness. Now, 
at the supreme degree of all things we find a being, 
absolutely simple and one, which is God. It is con- 
sequently not possible to place immediately below 
God a corporeal substance, eminently composite and 
divisible ; we must, on the contrary, assume a multitude 
of middle terms to descend from the sovereign sim- 
plicity of God to the complex multiplicity of material 
bodies. Some of these intermediate terms will be 
formed by intellectual substances combined with 
bodies; others by intellectual substances freed from all 
union with matter, and these precisely we call angels.™ 

The angels are consequently wholly incorporeal. 
Can we go further and consider them as wholly im- 
material? There are many philosophers and doctors 
who deny this. Though the excellence of the angelic 
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nature appears henceforth to all as entailing their 
incorporealness, it is more difficult to acquiesce in 
attributing to them so great a simplicity as to make 
it impossible to distinguish in them a simple combina- 
' tion of matter and form. By matter in this case 
must be understood, not necessarily a body, but, in 
the widest sense, any potency combined with an act 
in the constitution of a given being. Now, the only 
existing principle of movement and of change is to be 
found in matter; there must consequently be matter 
in everything capable of being set in motion. But a 
created spiritual substance is mobile and movable, 
for God alone is naturally immovable. Consequently 
there is matter in every created spiritual substance.!? 
In the second place, we must assume that nothing is 
active and passive at the same time and under the 
same aspect; and further, that nothing acts, except 
by its form, and is passive, except inits matter. Now, 
the created spiritual substance, viz. the angel, is 
active in so far as it illumines the next inferior angel, 
and is passive in so far as it is illumined by the next 
superior one. The angel is therefore necessarily 
composed of form and matter.1% Lastly, we know that 
everything existing is either pure act or pure potency 
or composed of act and potency. But the created 
spiritual substance is not pure act, for God alone is such. 
Neither is it pure potency, as is self-evident. It is, 
therefore, composed of potency and act, which means 
that it is composed of matter and of form.™4 

These arguments, however seductive, were unable 
to prevail in the mind of St. Thomas over the first 
principle which governs all creation. We know that 
the necessity for positing such incorporeal creatures as 
the angels rests in the Thomistic system upon the 
necessary existence of an order of pure intelligences, 
placed immediately below God. Now, the nature of 
pure intellectual substances must be suited to their 
operation, and the operation proper to intellectual 
substances is that of knowing. It is equally easy to 
determine the nature of this action by starting from 


148 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


its object. Things tend to be intelligible in proportion 
as they are free from matter; the forms united to 
matter, for example, are individual forms which, as 
we shall see, cannot be apprehended as such by the 
intellect. The intelligence, the object of which is the 
immaterial as such, must therefore be on its part 
also free from all matter; the complete immaterialness 
of the angels is consequently required by the very 
position they occupy in the order of creation.!® 

This means that the objection raised on the ground 
of the mobility and mutability of the angels cannot 
be considered as decisive. The modifications to which 
they may be subject, affect in no way their being itself, 
but only their intelligence and their will. To explain 
these changes it is therefore sufficient to admit that 
their intellect and their will may pass from potency 
to act, but there is no need to assume a distinction of 
form and matter within their essence which remains 
unchanged.16 The same applies to the alleged im- 
possibility of simultaneous activity and passivity; the 
illumination received and transmitted by an angel 
supposes an intellect which is sometimes in act and 
sometimes in potency; it by no means assumes a 
being composed of form and matter.!? There remains 
the last objection: viz. a spiritual substance which is 
pure act, would be identical with God; therefore a 
mixture of potency and act, i.e. in the last resort, a 
mixture of form and matter, must be assumed in the 
angelic nature. In a certain sense, the whole of this 
argument may be conceded. It is incontestable that, 
placed as the angel is immediately below God, he 
must all the same be distinct from Him, as the finite 
is from the infinite; his being, therefore, necessarily 
admits of a certain measure of potency which limits 
and confines his actuality. If therefore “potency” 
is taken as synonymous with “matter,” it is impossible 
to deny that the angels are in some degree material; 
but this identification of potency and matter is not 
forced upon us, and an examination of material things 
will show the reason why. For in every material 


THE ANGELS 149 
substance we can distinguish a twofold composition. 
In the first place, we see that it is composed of form 
and of matter, and by reason of this each thing con- 
stitutes a nature. But if we examine this nature 
itself, thus composed of matter and form, we observe 
in addition that this nature is not, in respect of itself, 
its own being. Considered in regard to the being it 
possesses, this nature is in the same position as every 
potency is in regard to its act. In other words again; 
even abstracting from the hylomorphic composition 
of a created being, it is always possible to find in it 
the composition of its nature or essence with the 
existence conferred upon it by the Creator. But 
what is true of any material nature, is equally true of 
a separate intellectual substance such as the angel. 
If we suppose a form of a determinate nature, sub- 
sisting by itself outside all matter, this nature is still 
in respect of its being in the relation of potency to act; 
it is therefore at an infinite distance from the first 
being which is God, pure act and comprising within 
Himself the total plenitude of all being. This means 
that it is not necessary to introduce any matter into 
the angelic nature to keep it distinct from the creative 
essence; though pure intelligence, simple form, free 
from all matter, it yet has but a limited quantity of 
being, and must be admitted not to be, but only to 
have that very being which it possesses.18 

The certitude thus acquired concerning the absolute 
immaterialness of the angels allows us to solve the © 
much controverted problem of their distinctness. 
The doctors who insist on introducing matter into 
the angelic substances were led to do so by their wish 
to make their distinctness intelligible. For it is 
matter alone which constitutes the numerical dis- 
tinction of beings within each species; if therefore the 
angels are pure forms without being limited and in- 
dividualised by matter, it is impossible to see how 
they can be distinct from each other.19 The answer 
is simply that there exist no two angels of the same 
species; and the reason of this is obvious. The 
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beings belonging to the same species, but differing 
numerically, as distinct individuals of the same species, 
possess a similar form, but different matter. If 
therefore the angels have no matter, it follows that 
each of them is specifically distinct from the others, the 
individual as such constituting in this case the species. 
Nor can this conclusion be contested on the ground 
that by rendering the multiplication of individual 
angelic natures within each species impossible, we 
thereby impoverish the total perfection of the universe. 
That whereby each being is specifically distinct from 
others, viz. its form, is evidently of greater dignity 
than the material principle of individuation which 
assigns to this being its place within the species, by 
making it into a particular being. The multiplication 
of species is consequently a greater addition of nobility 
and perfection to the universe than the multiplication of 
individuals within the same species; now, the universe 
owes its perfection above all to the separate substances 
it contains; substituting a multiplicity of different 
species for a multitude of individuals of the same 
species, would therefore in no way diminish the total 
perfection of the universe, but would, on the contrary, 
increase, and so to say, multiply it.” 

We have therefore to deal with a certain number of 
angels, all specifically different, a number probably 
enormous and considerably larger than that of material 
things, if we assume that God must have created in 
much greater abundance the more perfect creatures, 
in order to ensure the higher excellence of the whole 
universe." We know, on the other hand, that species 
differ like numbers, i.e. that they represent greater or 
lesser quantities of perfection and being. The problem 
therefore presents itself, according to what order 
this innumerable multitude of angels is arranged 
and distributed. If each angel constitutes a species 
by himself, it must in fact be possible to descend from 
the first angel—natura Deo propinguissima*®—by a 
steady transition to the last, whose perfection is 
contiguous with that of the human species. It is, 
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however, but too evident that our thought would lose 
itself in attempting to follow such a multiplicity of 
degrees, all the more as we are debarred in this life 
from an individual knowledge of the angels®*; the 
only chance which we have is to attempt a general 
classification by orders and hierarchies according to the 
diversity of their action. The proper action of pure 
intelligences is evidently intelligence itself or, if such 
an expression is allowed, the act of intellecting. It 
is, therefore, according to the differences in their 
several modes of intelligence that the angelic orders 
can be distinguished. 

The whole angelic hierarchy, taken collectively, is, 
from this point of view, radically different from the 
human order. Undoubtedly the first origin of know- 
ledge is the same for angels as for men. In both 
cases Divine illuminations enlighten the creatures, but 
angels and men perceive these illuminations in very 
different ways. While, as we shall see later, men 
extract the intelligible from sense-experience which 
contains it, the angels perceive the intelligible imme- 
diately, and in its intelligible purity; they thereby 
make use of a mode of knowledge, exactly propor- 
tionate to the place they occupy in the whole creation, 
i.e. intermediate between that which belongs to man 
and that which belongs to God alone. The angelic 
being, placed directly below God, is, however, distinct 
from Him in that the essence of the angel is not 
identical with his existence; this difference, character- 
istic of the creature, recurs in his mode of knowing. 
The intelligence of God is identical with His essence 
and His being, because the Divine being, as sheer 
infinite being, contains in Himself the totality of being; 
but the angel, as a finite essence, endowed by God 
with a certain being, cannot extend by right his know- 
ledge to all being.2? On the other hand, the angel 
is a pure intelligence, i.e. not naturally united with a 
body; he cannot consequently apprehend the sensible 
as such. For sensible things are apprehended by 
sense, as intelligible things are apprehended by the 
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intellect. But every substance which extracts its 
knowledge from the sensible is naturally united to a 
body, since sensible knowledge requires the senses and 
therefore bodily sense-organs. The angelic substances 
cannot consequently use sensibles as means to know- 
ledge.28 Thus the very nature of the being conferred 
by God upon the angels entails a mode of knowing 
proper to them. This can in no way resemble ab- 
straction by which man discovers the intelligible 
hidden in sense-experience; neither can it be anything 
like the act by which God is the intelligible and at the 
same time apprehends it; it can only therefore be a 
knowledge acquired by means of species the reception 
of which illumines the intelligence, but they are at 
the same time purely intelligible species, i.e. species 
adapted to a purely incorporeal being. To meet 
these requirements, we should have to say that the 
angels know things by means of species which are 
con-natural to them, or by means of innate species.*® 
All intelligible essences which pre-existed eternally 
in God in the shape of ideas, issued from Him at the 
moment of creation along two distinct yet parallel 
lines: on the one hand, they individualised themselves 
in material beings whose form they constitute; on 
the other, they flowed into the angelic souls, thus 
conferring the knowledge of things upon them. It 
may consequently be asserted that the intellect of 
angels is superior to that of men in proportion as the 
being, complete and endowed with its form, is superior 
to unformed matter. And if our intellect may be 
compared to a “tabula rasa,” that of the angel 
would be comparable to a canvas covered with its 
painting, or better still, a canvas reflecting the luminous 
essences of things.*° 

This innate possession of intelligible species is 
common to all the angels and characteristic of their 
nature; but not all of them possess in themselves all 
the species, and hereon their distinction is based. 
The relative superiority of created beings is constituted 
by their greater or lesser proximity and resemblance 
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to the one first being which is God. Now, the whole 
plenitude of intellectual knowledge, possessed by God, 
-is concentrated for Him in one point, namely the 
Divine essence in which God knows all things. This 
intellectual plenitude is to be found again in created 
intelligences, but in an inferior mode and with less 
simplicity; the intelligences inferior to God know 
therefore by many different means what God knows 
in one unique object, and the more subordinate the 
nature of a given intelligence is, the more numerous 
must be the means employed in knowing. In short, 
the superiority of the angels increases in proportion 
as the number of species required by them in order to 
apprehend the universality of intelligibles decreases.*! 
We know, moreover, that, as regards the angels, each 
individual constitutes an original degree of being. 
The simplicity of knowledge is accordingly con- 
tinually degraded and broken up in descending from 
the first angel to the last. Still, three distinct main 
stages may be observed in this series. At the first 
stage are the angels who know the intelligible essences, 
inasmuch as they proceed from the first universal 
principle which is God. This mode of knowing 
pertains properly to the first hierarchy, ranged imme- 
diately round God, of which it may be said, with St. 
Dionysius,” that it dwells within the vestibule of the 
Godltead. At the second stage are the angels who 
know intelligibles in so far as they are subject to the 
most universal of created causes; this mode of knowing 
pertains to the second hierarchy. Lastly, the third 
stage is occupied by the angels knowing intelligibles 
as applied to particular beings and dependent on 
particular causes; these angels constitute the third 
hierarchy.3 There is consequently a decreasing 
generality and simplicity in the distribution of angelic 
knowledge: some, turned wholly to God, are concerned 
entirely with the contemplation within Him of in- 
telligible essences; others contemplate them in the 
universal causes of creation, i.e. in a plurality of objects ; 
others, lastly, consider them in the determinate form 
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ot particular effects, i.e. in a multiplicity of objects, 
equal to the number of created beings.™ 

In defining in detail the mode according to which 
the separate intelligences apprehend their object, 
we are led to observe three different orders within each 
hierarchy. For it was said that the first hierarchy 
contemplates the intelligible essences within God 
Himself; now God is the end of all creatures; the 
angels of this hierarchy contemplate, therefore, as 
their peculiar object, the supreme end of the universe 
which is the goodness of God. Those who apprehend it 
with the utmost clearness are called Seraphim, because 
they burn and are, as it were, aflame with love for 
that object of which they possess the most perfect 
knowledge. The other angels of the first hierarchy 
contemplate Divine goodness, no longer directly and 
in itself, but according to the wisdom of Providence. 
They are called Cherubim, i.e. “plenitude of wisdom,” 
because they have a clear vision of the first operating 
virtue of the Divine models of things. Immediately 
below these are the angels who consider the disposition 
of Divine judgments; and as the throne is the symbol 
of judiciary power, they have received the name of 
Thrones. This does not mean that the goodness 
of God, His essence and His knowledge by which He 
knows the disposition of beings, are in Him three 
distinct things; they are simply three aspects under 
which finite intelligences, such as the angels, are 
able to envisage His perfect simplicity. 

The second hierarchy knows the reason of things, not 
in God Himself as in a single object, but in the plurality 
of universal causes: its proper object is therefore 
the general ordering of means in view of the end. 
Now this universal ordering of things presupposes the 
existence of many ordering minds: these are the 
Dominations whose name signifies authority, because 
they order what others are to execute. The general 
directions given by these angels are received by others, 
multiplying and distributing them according to the 
diverse effects to be produced. These latter angels 
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have the name of Virtues, because they impart to 
the general causes the necessary energy to preserve 
them from failure in the accomplishment of their 
numerous operations. This order therefore presides 
over the operations of the entire universe, and we 
may therefore reasonably ascribe to it the movement 
of the celestial bodies, as the universal causes whereby 
all the particular effects in nature are produced.*4 
It falls also within the province of these angels to 
carry out the Divine effects which interrupt the 
ordinary course of nature and are usually in direct 
dependence on the stars. Lastly, the universal 
order of Providence, already existing in its effects, 
is preserved from all confusion by the Powers whose 
office it is to protect it against all evil influences 
likely to disturb it. 

With this last class of angels we reach the third 
hierarchy which knows the order of Divine Providence 
no longer in itself, nor in the general causes, but insofar 
as it is knowable in the multiplicity of particular 
causes. These angels are therefore directly charged 
with the ordering of human affairs. Some of them are 
particularly concerned with the common and general 
good of nations and cities: on account of this position, 
they have been given the name of Principalities. The 
distinction of kingdoms, the passing of a temporal 
supremacy to this nation rather than to that, the 
conduct of princes and nobles, are matters of their 
direct competence. Within that very general class of 
goods, there is one that concerns the individual taken 
in himself, but at the same time also a multitude of 
individual persons: these are the truths of Faith to be 
believed, and the Divine cult to be observed. The 
angels whose special objects are these goods, at the 
same time general and particular, bear the name of 
Archangels. It is they also who carry the most solemn 
messages entrusted to them by God to man: such was 
the Archangel Gabriel who came to announce the 
Incarnation of the Word, the only Son of God, the 
Truth which all men are bound to accept. Lastly, we 
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find a yet more particular good, which concerns each 
individual in himself and particularly. This order of 
good is in the hands of the Angels, strictly so called, 
the guardians of men and messengers of God to carry 
intimations of lesser importance.** These Angels 
complete the inferior hierarchy of separate intelligences. 

It is easy to see that the foregoing distribution 
observes the continuity of a universe wherein the last 
beings of a superior degree border on the first beings 
of an inferior degree, as the least perfect animal is 
contiguous with the plants. The first and highest 
order of being is that of the Divine Persons, closing 
with the Holy Ghost, i.e. the Love proceeding from the 
Father and the Son. The Seraphim, united in their 
most ardent love to God, have therefore a close 
affinity with the Third Person of the Trinity. But the 
third order of this hierarchy, the Thrones, has no less 
affinity with the highest degree of the second, the 
Dominations; for it is they who transmit to the second 
hierarchy the illuminations needed for the knowledge 
and execution of the Divine decrees. In the same 
manner the order of the Powers is in close relation 
with the order of Principalities, for the distance is 
very small between those who render particular effects 
possible and those who actually produce them.3? The 
hierarchic arrangement of the angels presents, ac- 
cordingly, a continuous series of pure intelligences, 
illumined from end to end by the Divine enlightenment. 
Each angel transmits to the next lower angel the 
knowledge which he himself receives from above, 
but he transmits it only as a limited and fragmentary 
knowledge adapted to the capacity of the intelligence 
below him. The angel proceeds thus like our doctors 
who, while perceiving directly the consequences con- 
tained in principles, yet expound them by means of 
divers distinctions to bring them home to their 
hearers.®8 

In this way the elements which St. Thomas took 
over from the philosophical tradition arrange them- 
selves in a harmonious synthesis. He confirms the 
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angels in their biblical functions of heralds and 
messengers ; though he refuses to reduce them, like the 
oriental philosophers, to a small number of separate 
intelligences moving and directing the celestial spheres, 
he still assigns these functions to angels, and ultimately 
we find again in the Thomistic hierarchy of pure 
intelligences the Neoplatonic hierarchy adapted by the 
Pseudo-Dionysius. Yet St. Thomas Aquinas brings 
these conceptions of such diverse origin into a close 
relationship to his system and marks them deeply 
with the impress of his mind. By arranging the 
angelic hierarchies according to the growing darkening 
of intellectual illumination, he gives an entirely new 
organic structure to this world of separate intelligences, 
and the same internal principle placed in his system 
at the beginning of the universal order, governs also 
their distribution. By that very fact, the world of 
angels occupies in creation a place which makes it 
impossible to neglect its consideration without render- 
ing the intelligibility of the universe impossible. The 
angels introduce, between the pure act of God and 
rational knowledge, resting upon sense-data, charac- 
teristic of man, an infinite number of intermediate 
degrees along which a less and less simple mode of 
knowing descends, parallel to a being becoming less 
and less pure act. No doubt, even an innumerable 
multitude of angels, being but finite creatures, is in- 
capable of bridging the gulf which separates God from 
creation. But, though there will always be discon- 
tinuity in the possession of being, there is hencefurth 
continuity of order: Ordo rerum talis esse invenitur 
ut ab uno extremo ad alterum non pervenitur mist per 
media. Through the angels, as intelligences naturally 
full of intelligible essences, knowledge descends 
gradually from God, the source of all light, to man 
whom we see search for and gathering the intelligible 
multiplied in sense-experience, until its ray is finally 
imprisoned in matter in the form of bare finality. 
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Chapter IX. 


THE UNION OF SOUL AND BODY 


Tue attempt to know the created universe in its 
totality must obviously begin with an enquiry into 
the pure intelligences, but at that point it may well 
hesitate as to the order to be followed in passing to the 
inferior degrees of being. Two different orders of 
procedure are here possible, both corresponding to 
directive principles of the universal order. The one 
consists in following the hierarchy of created beings 
taken in the order of decreasing perfection; the other 
would mean abandoning here this point of view to 
take up that of the order of ends. This order would, 
moreover, be supported by the biblical story of 
Genesis. Man, who takes his place immediately below 


_ the angels in point of perfection, appears only at the 
(completion of creation of which he is the true end. 


For him the incorruptible stars are created; for him 
God divided the waters from the firmament; for him 
He laid bare the earth covered by the waters, and filled 
it with animals and plants. Nothing would, therefore, 
be more legitimate than to follow up the study of 
purely spiritual beings with that of corporeal things 
and to conclude it with the study of man, as a being 
composed of mind and body.? On the other hand, it 
is incontestable that such an order would obscure, 
for the time being, the real hierarchy of created beings, 
and since in reality, despite appearances to the 
contrary, the end precedes the means required by it, 
there is every reason to consider at once the form 
immediately inferior to the angel, viz. the human soul. 

“It will not be surprising to find that the soul, as 
a subsisting form, is affected by the same imperfection 
that is characteristic of the angelic substance. By 
its very definition, the soul is entirely form and not 
susceptible to any admixture of matter. Any matter 
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alleged to exist in it would not be the soul itself but 
simply the first of the objects animated by the soul.? 
It is equally true that, like the angel, the soul is 
composed of potency and act; in it, as in all other 
creatures, the quo differs from the quod est, existence 
from essence. The soul is accordingly a form quite 
different from God who is pure act; it possesses only 
such being as its nature permits, according to the 
general law that the quantity of being participated in 
by any creature, is measured by the capacity of the 
participating essence. But here we find a new deter- 
mination enabling us to distinguish between the souls 
and the separated intelligences which we know already 
to be infinitely distant from God: the human soul, 
being neither matter nor body, is in its turn, by reason 
of the nature of its own essence, capable of being 
united with a body. It will, no doubt, be objected 
that the body, united with the soul, does not belong 
to the essence of the soul as such, and that consequently 
the human soul as such continues to be an intellectual 
form of the same species as the angel. But this 
objection merely shows the failure to realise clearly 
the new degree of imperfection which here appears 
in the hierarchy of created beings. To say that the 
human soul is naturally capable of union with a body 
does not mean that by a combination of circum- 
stances unrelated to some fundamental feature of its 
own nature, the soul is merely accidentally united 
with the body; the capacity of union with the body is, 
on the contrary, essential to the soul and characteristic 
of its nature. We are therefore dealing no longer 
with a pure intelligence such as the angelic substance, 
but with a simple intellect, ie. with a principle of 
intellection which requires a body to achieve its 
proper operation ; and hence the human soul represents, 
in comparison with the angel, an inferior degree of 
intellectuality.4. The truth of this conclusion will be 
fully apparent as soon as the mode is defined in which 
the soulis united with the body in constituting the 
composite human being. 
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What, accordingly, is this corporeal nature and of 
what kind are these composite beings? The body 
must not be taken as bad in itself; the Manicheans 
incurred the guilt not only of heresy in considering 
matter as bad and in attributing to it a creative 
principle distinct from God, but also of a philoso- 
phical error. For if matter were bad in itself, it 
would be nothing; and if it is something, then, in the 
very measure in which it is, it is not bad. Like 
everything else within the range of creation, matter 
is therefore good and created by God.® 

Further: not only is matter good in itself, but it is 
also a good and a source of good for all forms capable 
of combining with it. It would mean abandoning 
entirely the Thomistic perspective to conceive the 
material universe as the result of a lapse, and the 
union of soul and body as the consequence of some fall. 
The doctrine of St. Thomas is pervaded by a radical 
optimism, because it interprets the universe as created 
out of pure goodness, all parts of which, in the measure 
of their subsistance, are as many reflections of the 
infinite perfections of God. The views of Origen 
who taught that God had created the bodies only to 
imprison the sinful souls, are profoundly repugnant 
to the mind of St. Thomas. The body is not the 
prison of the soul, but a servant and instrument placed 
by God at its disposal; the union of the soul and the 
body is not a punishment of the soul, but a beneficent 
link by which the human soul will attain to its com- 
plete perfection. Nor is this a theory constructed on 
purpose to meet the particular case of the soul; this 
case is, on the contrary, governed by a metaphysical 
principle of universal range, viz. that the less perfect 
is ordered towards the more perfect as towards its 
end; itv1is> therefore not’ against it, but for-1t. in 
man each organ exists by reason of its function, 
as the eye, to enable him to see; each inferior organ 
exists by reason of a superior organ and function, 
as the sense-organs for the sake of the intelligence or the 
lungs for the sake of the heart. Again all these organs 
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exist in their turn for the sake of the perfection of the 
whole, as matter for the sake of the form or the body 
for the sake of the soul, for the parts are, as it were, 
the matter of the whole. Now, exactly the same 
situation obtains, if the disposition of individual beings 
is considered within this whole. Each creature exists 
for its own act and perfection; the less noble creatures) 
exist with the view to the more noble; the individuals 
exist with the view to the perfection of the universe 
and the universe itself exists with the view to God. 
The ratson d@ étre of a substance or of a given mode of 
existence lies therefore never in an evil, but in a good; 
it is therefore for us to discover what good the human 
body can afford to the rational soul that animates it.6 — 
Since the sufficient reasons and final causes must 
be sought for in the good defining the essence and, 
consequently, in the form, the raison d’étre of. the 
body must be looked for in the soul itself. If the 
soul were an intelligence of the same degree of per- 
fection as the angel, it would be pure form, subsisting 
and operating without the assistance of an external 
instrument: realising to the full its own definition and 
finally concentrating the total perfection of its essence 
in an unique individuality. It may be said that 
every angel defines in himself completely one of the 
degrees. of possible participations in the perfection of 
God. The human soul, on the contrary, occupying a 
lower place in the scale of beings, belongs already to that 
order of forms which possess too little perfection to 
subsist separately. Whereas each angelic intelligence 
of a given degree subsists separately, a form corre- 
sponding to the human soul and realising fully its 
perfection neither does nor can so exist anywhere. 
Now, it is a constant principle that an unattainable 
unity is represented and imitated by a multiplicity. 
The individual human souls, whose constantly renewed 
succession assures the continuity of the species, make 
it possible for the degree of perfection corresponding 
to man to be continually represented in the universe. 
But, while the human representation of Divine 
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perfection, required by the order of creation, is thus 
safeguarded, each soul, taken individually, is but the 
incomplete realisation of its ideal type. Imasmuch 
as it meets its own definition, it is therefore in act, and 
enjoys being that which it ought to be; but, inasmuch 
as it satisfies its own definition only imperfectly, 
it is in potency, ie. it is not all that it might be; it is 
even in a state of deprivation, because it is conscious 
of the fact that it ought to be what itis not. A human 
soul, or any corporeal form, is therefore a certain 
incomplete perfection, but tending to complete itself, 
and feeling the need or entertaining the hope of doing 
so. Hence the form, moved by the privation of 
what it lacks, is the principle of operation in natural 
things; each being, to the extent to which it is, wills 
to be; it acts merely to maintain itself in existence and 
to establish itself more completely. Now, the intelli- 
gence of man is the weakest ray of light in the order of 
knowledge. The light illuminating him is so poor 
and feeble that no intelligible object is of itself ap- 
, parent to it. Left to itself or placed in face of purely 
intelligible objects such as the angels easily apprehend, 
the human intelligence would remain blank or 
would discern nothing. Thus, this incomplete form 
is radically incapable of completing itself by its own 
strength ; it is in potency in respect of all the perfection 
it lacks, but it has no means wherewith to make it 
actual; the operation needed to complete it, remains 
therefore beyond its reach. It would be condemned 
to sterility and inaction, unless it had an instrument, 
itself incomplete without the soul, but to be organised 
and animated by it from within, and so enabling the 
soul to enter into relation with an intelligible object 
which it can assimilate. In order to become conscious 
of what it lacks and, thus stimulated by the sense 
of its deprivation, to go in search of the intelligible 
hidden in the sensible, the human intelligence must 
be a soul and must avail itself of the advantages 
offered by its union with the body. Let us consider 
how this union can take place. 


a“ 
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In the first place any solution of this problem 
must satisfy the following condition. The act proper 
to an intelligent soul is evidently intellectual know- 
ledge: the problem is, therefore, to discover a mode 
of union between soul and body which should allow 
us to attribute intellectual knowledge, not merely 
to the soul, but to man as a whole. The legitimacy 
of this requirement cannot be doubted. Every 
human being observes by direct experience that 
it is he himself that knows, not merely a part of 
himself. We have consequently only two hypo- 
theses from which to choose: Either man is nothing 
but his intellective soul—in which case it is self- 
evident that intellectual knowledge pertains to the 
whole man; or the soul is only a part of man—in 
which case the problem is to establish a sufficiently» 
close union between them, to make the action of the 
soul attributable to the man.’ Now, it is impossible 
to maintain that the soul, in itself, is man himself. 
For everything can be defined as that which performs 
the operations proper to that thing; thus man will be 
defined as that which performs the operations proper 
toman. Now, man performs not only intellectual acts, 
but also sensitive acts, and these latter can evidently 
not take place without changes in a bodily organ. 
His vision, for instance, presupposes a modification 
of the pupil by the coloured species, and the same 
applies to his other senses.* If therefore feeling is a 
true—although not the proper—operation of man, 
it is clear that man is not only his soul, but a composite 
of soul and body.® What is the nature of their union? 

Here we must eliminate an hypothesis which con- 
siders body and soul to be a mixed being the virtues of 
which participate at the same time in the spiritual and 
the corporeal substances composing it. In a truly 
mixed being, the component parts no longer exist 
except virtually, once the mixture is complete, for if 
they existed actually, it would not be mixture, but 
simply a conglomerate. In a mixture the several 
component elements no longer exist separately. 
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Now, intellectual substances not being composed of 
matter and form, are simple and consequently in- 
corruptible!® and could not, therefore, combine with 
the body to form a mixture in which their proper 
natures would cease to exist. 

Opposed to the theory which unites the soul with 
the body in such a way as to destroy the soul’s essence, 
is the theory which distinguishes between them 
so radically as to leave nothing but an external contact 
and, so to say, a mere relation of contiguity between 
them. Such is the attitude of Plato who considers 
the intellect to be united with the body as the motive 
force of the body. But this mode of being is not suffi- 
cient to allow us to attribute the action of the intellect 
to the whole being constituted by intellect and body. 
For the action of the motive force can be attributed 
» to the thing set in motion only qud instrument, as 
when we attribute the action of the carpenter to 
the saw. If, therefore, intellectual knowledge is 
attributable to Socrates himself, because it is the action 
of this intellect which sets his body in motion, it 
follows that it is attributed to Socrates only as to the 
instrument. Now, Socrates would be a corporeal 
instrument, since he is composed of a soul and of a 
body; and as intellectual knowledge requires no 
corporeal instrument, it may legitimately be concluded 
that, in assuming the soul to be the mover of the body, 
we have no right to attribute the intellectual activity 
of the soul to the whole man. Moreover, it must be 
noted that sometimes the action of a part may be 
attributed to the whole, as we attribute to the man 
the action of his eye; but we never attribute the action 
of one part to another part, except by accident. 
We do not, for instance, say that the hand sees because 
the eye sees. If therefore Socrates and his intellect 
are two parts of the same whole, united as the thing 
moved is to its mover, it follows that the action 
of his intellect is not, strictly speaking, attributable 
to the whole Socrates. If, on the other hand, Socrates 
himself is a whole, composed of the union of his 
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intellect with the rest constituting Socrates, without his 
intellect being united with the body otherwise than as 
mover, it follows that Socrates possesses only an 
accidental unity and being: but this cannot legitimately 
be asserted of the human composite being.” 

In reality it is not difficult to perceive that we are 
here really dealing with an error which has already 
been refuted. If Plato refuses to combine the soul 
with the body except as the mover of the body, he does 
so because he locates the essence of man not in the 
combination of soul and body, but in the soul alone, 
using the body as its instrument. Therefore we find 
him asserting that the soul is in the body as the pilot 
on his ship. To state that man is a composite of a 
soul and a body, would amount—from the Platonic 
point of view—to saying that Peter is a composite of 
his humanity and of his clothes, the truth being, on 
the contrary, that Peter is a man who makes use of his 
clothes, as man is a soul making use of his body. But 
such a doctrine is clearly unacceptable. For man and 
animals are sensible and natural beings, i.e. physical 
composites, composed of matter and form. This would 
evidently not be the case on the assumption that the 
body and its parts do not form part of the essence of 
man or of the animal, since the soul as such has nothing 
sensible or material. We must, moreover, remember 
that, as already stated, the soul, apart from operations 
in which the body does not share, such as pure intellec- 
tion, performs many operations which are common to 
it and to the body, such as the sensations and passions. 
We are therefore driven to conclude that man is not\ 
simply a soul using his body as a mover uses whatever 
it moves, but a true whole, composed of body and | 
soul.?8 2 

Consequently there remains as the only possible \ 
mode of union between soul and body that proposed 
by Aristotle, when he considers the intellective 
principle as the form of the body. Further, if such 
an hypothesis should be found true, the intellection 
of the soul could be legitimately attributed to the 


168 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


man as the substantial unity of body and soul; and 
it cannot be doubted that this is the case. For, 
whatever causes a being to pass from potency to act 
is the proper form and act of the being. Now, the 
living body is such only in potency as long as the 
soul does not inform it. The human body truly 
deserves to be called such only while the soul animates 
and imparts life to it. The eye or the arm of a dead 
body are'no more truly an eye or an arm than if they 
were painted on a canvas or cutinstone.“ But, if the 
soul indeed assigns to the body its place in the species of 
human bodies, it is the soul that actually confers upon 
it the being it possesses ; consequently, as had been sup- 
posed, it is the soul that is truly the form of the body.® 
The same conclusion can be reached, if, instead of 
considering the human body as animated and 
quickened by the soul, we start from the definition of 
the human species as such. To discover the nature of 
any being, all that is needed is to discover its operation. 
Now, the operation proper to man, is none other than 
intellectual knowledge; thereby he surpasses in dignity 
all other animals and therefore we find Aristotle 
identifying this operation, characteristic of the human 
being, with supreme happiness.1® Consequently, the 
principle of intellectual operations assigns to man 
his place in his species; but the species of a being 
is always determined by its proper form; the fact, 
therefore, remains that the intellective principle, 
i.e. the human soul, is the form proper to man.” 
Certain philosophers, however, feel a difficulty in 
acquiescing in this conclusion which they accept 
only under protest. They find it hard to admit that 
an intellectual form, eminent in dignity, such as the 
human soul, should be so directly united with the 
matter of the human body. In order to mitigate the 
shock of such a disproportion, they insert a number 
of intermediate forms between the highest substantial 
form of the human being, that is, the intellectual 
principle itself, and the first matter, informed by it. 
Matter, considered as subjected to its first form, 
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becomes thus the proximate subject of the second 
form and so on up to the last. On this assumption, 
the proximate subject of the rational soul would not 
be the corporeal matter purely and simply, but the 
body already informed by the sensitive soul.18 This 
opinion is easily intelligible from the point of view of 
the Platonic philosophers. They start from the 
principle that a hierarchy of genera and species exists 
and that, within this hierarchy, the superior degrees are 
always intelligible in themselves and independently of 
the inferior degrees: thus man generally, and ab- 
stracting from any particular man, is intelligible in 
himself; animal is intelligible independently of man 
and so forth. These philosophers argue, moreover, as 
if a distinct and separate being corresponding to the 
abstract representations formed by our intellect, 
existed in reality. Observing that mathematics can 
be considered apart from sensibles, the Platonists 
assert the existence of mathematical beings sub- 
sisting outside sensible things; in the same way, 
they posit man as such, above and outside particular 
human beings, and thus proceed up the scale to the 
Being, to the One, to the Good, placed at the highest 
degree of things. But, by considering in this manner 
universals as separate forms, in which sensible beings 
participate, they were necessarily led to say that 
Socrates is an animal in so far as he participates in the 
idea of “animal,” and man in so far as he participates 
in the idea ““man’”’—which amounts to assuming in him 
a multiplicity of hierarchically arranged forms. On 
the contrary, if we consider things from the point of - 
view of sensible reality—which is the method of 
Aristotle and of true philosophy—we see that this 
cannot be so. Among all the predicates attributable 
to things there is one that applies to them in a par- 
ticularly intimate and direct fashion: viz. being 
itself; and since it is the form that confers on matter 
its actual being, it follows necessarily that the form 
from which matter draws its being, belongs to it 
directly and before all else. Now, what confers 
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substantial being on matter is none other than the 
substantialform. The accidental forms confer upon the 
thing they inform, a merely relative and accidental 
being: they make it into a white or a coloured being, 
but they do not make it into a being. If we therefore 
suppose a form which does not confer substantial 
being upon matter, but is simply added to a matter 
previously existing, being such by virtue of a previous 
form, the second form cannot be considered as a truly 
substantial form. This means that it is impossible by 
definition to insert between the substantial form and 
its matter a number of intermediate substantial forms.1® 

If this is the case, we must assume within each 
individual only one substantial form. Man owes to this 
single and unique substantial form which is the human 
form, not only his being man, but also his being animal, 
living, body, substance, and a being. The explana- 
tion is as follows: Every agent impresses its own 
resemblance upon the matter it acts upon; this re- 
semblance is what is called a form. It may be noted, 
on the other hand, that the higher in dignity an 
active and operative virtue is placed, the greater is 
the number of other virtues synthetised and com- 
prised by it. We must add, lastly, that it does not 
contain them as distinct parts which in their combina- 
tion impart to it its dignity, but that, on the contrary, 
it gathers the other virtues up into the unity of its 
own perfection. Now, when a being acts, the form 
impressed on the matter, is the more perfect, the more 
perfect the being, and since the form resembles the 
being producing it, a more perfect form ought to 
achieve in a single operation all that forms, inferior 
to it in dignity, require many operations to achieve, 
and even more than that. If, for example, the 
form of the inanimate body can impart to matter the 
power to be, and to be a body, the form of the plant 
can confer this upon it equally well, and in addition 
imparts life toit. If now the rational soul supervenes, 
it suffices of itself to give to matter being, corporeal 
nature, life and, in addition, reason. Hence, in man 
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as in all other animals, the appearance of a more 
perfect form always entails the passing away of the 
previous form; in such a manner, however, that the 
second form possesses all that the first possessed.2° 
In essence, therefore, this thesis contains an observa- 
tion made already several times, which moreover a 
simple examination of the universe is sufficient to 
render obvious: viz. that the forms of natural things 
are distinct from each other only as the relatively 
perfect is distinct from the more perfect. The species 
and the forms determining them, are differentiated 
by the quantities of being, more or less considerable, 
in which they participate. Species are like numbers: 
by adding or subtracting a unit, we change their species. 
And better still: we may say with Aristotle that the 
vegetative soul is contained in the sensitive soul, and 
the sensitive soul in the intellectual soul, as the 
triangle is contained in the tetragon and the tetragon 
in the pentagon. The pentagon’ in fact contains 
virtually the tetragon, for it possesses all that the 
tetragon has and more besides; but it does not contain 
it in the sense that we can separately discern what 
belongs to the tetragon and what to the pentagon. 
Lastly, in the same way, the intellectual soul contains 
virtually the sensitive soul, since it has all that the 
sensitive soul possesses and more besides; but it does 
not contain the sensitive soul in the sense that we can 
distinguish in it two different souls.*4 Thus a single 
and unique substantial form, which is the human 
intellect, suffices to constitute man in his proper being, 
by conferring upon him at the same time being, body, 
life, sense and intellection.™ 

The immediate consequences of this conclusion are 
of the highest importance, and must at once be in- 
dicated. We see, first of all, why the term “man” 
cannot, strictly speaking, mean either the human body 
or the human soul, but the combination of soul and 
body taken as a whole. If the soul is the form of the 
body, it forms with it a physical compound of the same 
nature as all the other compounds of matter and form. 
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Now in such a case, the form alone does not constitute 
the species, but the form and the matter combined ;?3 
we are therefore justified in considering the human 
compound as a single being to whom intellectual 
knowledge may legitimately be attributed. More- 
over, the union of soul and body is not only so close 
that the soul interpenetrates and envelops the body to 
the extent of being present in each of its parts**—which 
goes without saying, if it is really the form of the body; 
but we must further assert that this union is a sub- 
stantial union, not merely an accidental union. By 
elaborating the meaning of this assertion we shall 
reach a definition of the precise position, occupied by 
the human soul in the hierarchy of created beings. 
The term “accidental composition” is given to a 
combination uniting the accident with its supporting 
subject; “substantial composition” to the combination 
resulting from the union of matter with the form 
investing it. The mode of union between the beings 
we have just considered differs widely according as it is 
question of their accidental or substantial union. The 
accidental union leads to one essence being grafted on 
another without the nature proper to either of them 
requiring the union. The substantial union, on the 
contrary, is one which combines two beings, each in- 
complete by itself, into one single complete being. 
Matter and form, incomplete realities if taken each by 
itself, become one single complete substance as soon as 
the form actuates the matter invested by it. This 
amounts to saying that man contains two incomplete 
beings in himself: matter which is the body, and a form 
which is the soul. The matter, being pure potency, 
requires, in order to be really a body and not simply 
matter, the actuality imparted to it by its union with 
the form. But neither is the soul a complete being; 
and this must unhesitatingly be asserted, not only of the 
soul as vegetative or sensitive, but also of the rational 
soul itself. The place occupied by it in the hierarchy 
of intellectual forms, is marked by the fact that the soul 
has a tendency towards union with the body; and this 
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tendency is so far constitutive of its essence that the 
soul, separated from the body as it is between the death 
of a man and his resurrection, is in a state which, : 
without violating its nature, is yet not in complete | 
conformity with it. The soul, being an integral part of 
the human composition, is constituted in its full natural 
perfection only by its union with the body.”6 

We encounter therefore in the human soul an 
intellectual form of a definitely inferior order. Its 
defective and lower degree of actuality is no longer 
sufficient for it; intimately bound up with matter 
as it is, since its full definition covers the matter it 
informs, it is placed in the lowest degree of intelligent 
creatures ;?’ it is not a body, but without its body it is 
not itself ;?8 in short, its place is on the confines and, as it 
were, on the border-line between spirits and bodies.?® 
Statements such as these are surprising only if the 
human soul is considered merely in its own dignity or 
by reference to the matter which it animates; but the 
difficulty disappears as soon as it is given its proper place 
in the totality of creation. Human_ intellectual 
knowledge, constrained to search for the intelligible 
within the sensible, is but the last reflection of a light 
which further on is lost in matter. The human 
intellect is the lowest of all intellects, ie. the one 
furthest removed from the Divine intellect: Humanus 
intellectus est infimus in ordine intellectuum et maxime 
remotus a perfectione divins intellectus.*° 

But while it is important to insist on the close 
dependence of the human soul upon matter, it is no less 
important not to let it be so deeply involved in it as to 
lose thereby its true nature. The soul is not an 
intelligence; it remains nevertheless a principle of in- 
tellection. The lowest in the order of intellects, it is 
yet the first in the order of material forms, and thus 
we see it, as the form of the human body, exercise 
functions in which this body alone could not take part. 
If a doubt is raised whether such beings, at the same time 
dependent on and independent of matter, can naturally 
find a place in the hierarchy of created beings, it can be 
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dispelled by a rapid induction. For it is clear that the 
nobler a form is, the more will it dominate over its 
corporeal matter; the less deeply it is involved in it, 
the more it surpasses it by its virtue and operation. 
Thus the forms of elements, the lowliest of all and 
nearest to matter, perform no operation beyond the 
qualities of activity and passivity, such as rarefaction 
and condensation and others of the same order which 
seem reducible to simple dispositions of matter. Above 
these forms we find mixed bodies the operation of which 
is not reducible to those of elementary qualities: if, for 
instance, the magnet attracts iron, it does so not by 
reason of any warmth or cold in it but because it 
participates in the virtue of the celestial bodies which 
constitute it in its proper species. Further above 
these forms we find the souls of the plants, the operation 
of which, superior to that of the mineral forms, results 
in nourishment and growth. Finally we reach the 
sensitive souls possessed by animals; their operations 
extend to a certain degree of knowledge, though it is 
confined to matter and is obtained exclusively by 
material organs. Thus we come to the human souls 
which, exceeding in dignity all preceding forms, are 
destined to rise above matter by a virtue and operation 
in which the body has no share. And such precisely is 
that virtue which in them is called intellect. 

Here we verify once more the continuity which 
characterises the creative activity and the universe 
produced by it: st anima humana, inquantum unitur 
corport ut forma, habet esse elevatum supra corpus, non 
dependens ab eo, mantfestum est quod ipsa est in confinio 
corporalium et separatarum substantiarum constituta.™ 
Just as the separate intelligences form the transition 
from God to man, so the human souls effect the 
transition from pure intelligences to bodies deprived 
of intelligence. We are consequently always moving 
from one extreme to another by passing through 
some middle term, and in accordance with this directive 
principle we shall examine in detail the operations of 

igthe human composite being. 
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Chapter X. 


THE POWERS OF THE SOUL—LIFE AND THE 
SENSES 


A SINGLE substantial form exists in man, and con-! 
sequently a single soul whence he derives at the same 
time reason, sense, movement and life. This single 
soul displays therefore manifold powers, a fact that 
will cause no surprise, if we recall to mind the position 
occupied by man in the totality of created beings. 
For the inferior beings are incapable of attaining | 
naturally to complete perfection, but they reach a 
moderate degree of excellence by means of a few 
movements. Those superior to them are able to reach 
complete perfection by means of many movements. 
Still higher in the scale are the beings which attain to 
their complete perfection by a small number of move- 
ments, the highest degree being occupied by those 
which possess perfection without having to execute 
any movements to acquire it. In the same way, the 4 
worst state of health of all is that of a man who, 
unable to reach perfect health, yet succeeds in main- 
taining a precarious health with the help of some 
remedies; better is the health of those who attain a 
perfect state of well-being at the expense of many 
remedies; still better the condition of those who obtain 
it with a few; and best of all that of a man who is 
always well without any remedies at all. In the same 
way, it may be said that the things inferior to man 
may lay claim to some particular perfections; they 
perform therefore a small number of operations which 
are moreover fixed and determinate. Man, on the 
contrary, is able to secure a universal and perfect 
good, since he can attain to the Supreme Good; on the 
other hand, we find him placed in the lowest rank of 
beings capable of reaching beatitude, since he is the 
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last of intellectual creatures. It is therefore right that 
the human soul should reach its proper good by means 
of many operations which presuppose a certain diver- 
sity of powers. Above him are the angels who attain to 
beatitude by a smaller number of means, and finally 
God in whom no power or action is to be found beyond 
His unique and single essence. It may be added that 
a very obvious consideration would lead directly to the 
same conclusion. Since man is placed at the meeting- 
point of the world of spirits and the world of bodies, 
it follows necessarily that the powers both of the one 
and the other are combined in him.1_ Let us see under 
what aspects these powers may be distinguished. 

Every power, considered as such, is ordered by 
reference to its act. The reason of every power can 
consequently be found in the act towards which 
it is ordered, which amounts to saying that the powers 
are distinguishable in the same way as their acts. 
Now, it is clear that acts are distinguished by reason 
of their objects. To an object acting as principle and 
moving cause there necessarily corresponds a passive 
power undergoing its action; thus colour, in so far as it 
moves vision, is the principle of vision. An object 
acting as term and end, is correlated with an active 
power: thus the perfection of stature which is the end 
of growth, constitutes the end of the faculty of growth 
possessed by living beings.2, We should reach the 
same conclusion by a consideration of the actions of 
warming or chilling. These two actions differ indeed 
inasmuch as the principle of the one is warmth and of 
the other cold; but they are distinguished above all by 
the ends to which they tend. For, since the agent 
acts only in order to impress its resemblance upon 
another being, warmth and cold act in order to warm 
or to chill. Thus, the actions and the powers, whence 
they spring, are distinguished according to their 
objects.® 

If we apply this conclusion to the distinction of the 
powers of the soul, we shall find that they are arranged 
hierarchically in a certain order, for it is always in an 
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orderly manner that the manifold issues from the 
one: ordine quodam ab uno in multitudinem proceditur ;4 
and that this hierarchy of the powers of the soul is 
based on the degree of universality of their objects. 
The higher in dignity the position occupied by a power, 
the more universal is the object to which it corresponds. 
At the lowest point is that power of the soul, the only \ 
object of which is the body with which the soul is 
united: this power has been called “vegetative,” for the 
so-called vegetative soul acts only on its own body. 
Another kind of power corresponds to a more universal 
object, viz. all sensible bodies, and no longer that 
one sensible body, united with the soul: this belongs 
to the so-called “sensitive” soul. Above this again is a 
power having a yet more universal object, namely, 
not merely sensible bodies in general, but the whole 
of being in its universality: this is the so-called 
“intellective” soul.’ 

Again, it is evident that, corresponding to the 
differences in the objects of the soul, there are differ- 
ences in the mode of its operations. The action of the 
soul transcends the operations of corporeal nature, 
in proportion as its objects increase in universality, 
and from this point of view also we discover three 
degrees in it. In the first place, the action of the 
soul transcends the action of nature, operating in 
inanimate things. For the proper action of the soul 
is life; now, we call living a thing that in its operation 
moves of itself; the soul is consequently the principle of 
an intrinsic action, whereas all inanimate bodies 
receive on the contrary their movement from an 
external principle. The vegetative powers of the 
soul, even though exercised only upon the body 
directly united with the soul, place it therefore on a 
degree of being definitely superior to that of purely 
corporeal nature. At the same time it must be 
recognised that, though the mode of the vegetative 
operations of the soul cannot be reduced to the mode 
of action of bodies, yet the operations themselves are 
identical in both cases. Inanimate things receive 
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from an external principle the same act which animate 
beings receive from their soul; hence there is room, 
above the vegetative actions of the soul, for actions of a 
superior order, going beyond those performed by 
natural forms both from the point of view of what they 
perform and from that of the mode of their per- 
formance. The common feature of these operations 1s 
that the soul tends naturally to receive in itself 
everything according to the mode of immaterial being. 

We have to observe, in fact, that the soul, in so far 
as it is endowed with sense and intellect, 7s in a sense 
the universality of being. But though all things can 
be in the soul under the mode of immaterial being, 
there are yet degrees of immaterialness in the mode in 
which they enter the soul. At the first degree, things 
are in the soul, deprived of course of their own matter, 
yet according to their particular being and in the 
conditions of individuality which they owe to their 
matter. This degree corresponds to the sense, receiv- 
ing the species produced by individual things, which, 
though received deprived of matter, are received 
nevertheless by a corpereal organ. The superior and 
most perfect degree belongs to the intellect which 
without any bodily organ receives species entirely 
devoid both of matter and of the conditions of in- 
dividuality entailed by it.6 The soul performs, 
accordingly, immanent operations of the natural 
order within the body to which it is united; it further 
performs operations of the sensible order, but already 
immaterial, by means of a bodily organ; it performs, 
lastly, operations of the intelligible order without 
any bodily organ. In this way the multiplicity of its 
actions and of the corresponding powers are _hier- 
archically arranged. We have considered them in 
their order; the task remains to examine them in 
themselves. And since the order of generation is in- 
verse to the order of perfection’, we shall take first 
the least perfect power, the vegetative power. 

As has been stated, the object of the vegetative 
power is the body receiving life from the soul as 
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from its form. Now, the nature of the body requires 
the exercise of a threefold operation of the soul corre- 
sponding to a threefold subdivision of the vegetative 
power. By the first of these operations the body 
receives the being conferred on it by the soul: this is 
the operation of the generative power. We note, 
moreover, that inanimate natural things receive at the 
same time their specific being and their requisite size 
or quantity. But in the case of beings endowed with 
life, this does not happen. Generated from a seed, 
they are bound to possess at the beginning of their 
existence a being which is imperfect under the aspect 
of quantity. Consequently, apart from the generative 
power, there must necessarily be in them an augmen-“~ 
tative power which develops them to the size that they 
should naturally possess. But this increase in being 
would be impossible, unless something transforms 
itself into the substance of the being to be increased, 
and is thereby added to it. This transformation is 
the result of heat which elaborates and digests all 
external additions. The conservation of the in- 
dividual requires therefore a nutritive virtue which 
continually replaces what has been lost, supplies 
what is lacking in the attainment of the perfect size, 
and what is needed to produce the seed required for 
reproduction.® Thus the vegetative power presup- 
poses in its turn a generative power which confers 
being, an augmentative power ensuring due growth, 
and a nutritive power for the conservation of this being 
in its existence and in its proper quantity. Here, 
again, we must note a hierarchic order between these 
powers. The nutritive and augmentative powers 
produce their effects in the being in which they are 
placed; it is precisely the body united with the soul 
which the soul increases and maintains. The genera- 
tive power, on the contrary, produces its effects not 
in this body but in another, since nothing can beget 
itself. This power consequently approximates to the 
sensitive soul in dignity more than the other two, 
since its operation is performed on external objects, 


182 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


although the operations of the sensitive soul display 

a superior excellence and higher degree of universality. 

Here we can verify once more the principle propounded 

by St. Dionysius! that the highest degree of an inferior 

order borders on the lowest degree of the next superior 

order. The nutritive power is subordinated to the 

augmentative, which in its turn is subordinated to the 

generative," and with this latter we almost touch the 

sensitive power which finally liberates the individual 

from his subjection to his particular mode of being. 
-— The sensitive power of the soul is the lowest form of 
knowledge within the universal order. Taken in its 
complete form and such as it ought to be to suffice 
for the existence of the animal, sensitive knowledge 
requires five operations, some of which presuppose in 
their turn a variety of hierarchically ordered operations. 
The simplest of all pertains to the “particular sense,” 
the first in the order of sensitive powers corresponding 
to a direct modification of the soul by sensible realities. 
But the particular sense itself is subdivided into 
distinct powers according to the diversity of sensible 
impressions which it is capable of receiving. For 
sensibles act upon the particular sense by means of the 
species which they impress upon it; and unquestion- 
ably, though contrary to the general idea, these 
species are not taken in by the sense in a material form 
—if they were, the sense would become the sensible 
itself, the eye colour, or the ear sound—but all the 
same, certain kinds of sensations are accompanied 
by very marked organic changes on the part of the 
animal experiencing them. We shall start, therefore, 
from the principle that the senses receive the sensible 
species deprived of matter, and we shall class them in 
the order of the increasing immaterialness of the 
modifications they undergo. 

We find, in the first place, certain sensibles the 
species of which, though received immaterially by the 
sense, yet modify materially the animal experiencing 
them. Of this order are the qualities effecting changes 
in material things themselves, namely, heat, cold, 
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dryness, damp, and others of the same kind. Since 
therefore sensibles of this class produce material im- 
pressions in us and since all material impressions 
are made by contact, it follows necessarily that such 
sensibles must be in contact with us, for us to be 
aware of them: hence the sensitive power which \ 
apprehends them is called “touch.” On the other”! 
’ hand, there are certain sensibles the impression of which ~ 
does not by itself modify us materially, but is accom- 
panied by accessory material changes. Sometimes 
this accompanying change affects at the same time ~ 
the sensible and the sense organ: this is the case with , 
taste. For though the tasted object does not modify 
the organ of taste to the extent of rendering it sweet 
or bitter, still it cannot be apprehended without both 
the object and the organ being in some manner modified. 
It seems in particular that the function of the saliva 
in wetting both the tongue and the object is required 
for effective tasting. This is in no way similar to the 
action of heat which warms the part of the body to 
which it is applied; we are dealing here simply with a 
material change as a condition of, not as constituting, 
sense-perception. Sometimes it happens that the 
material change associated with the sensation affects 
only the sensible quality itself. In that case it may 
consist in a sort of alteration or decomposition of the 
sensible, as when bodies exhale odours, or it may reduce 
itself to a simple local movement, as in the perception 
of sounds. Hearing and smelling involve therefore no 
material change in the sense-organ; they apprehend 
the material changes affecting the sensible at a distance 
and through an external ambient medium. We come 
finally to a last class of sensibles which act upon the 
sense without any material change accompanying 
their action: such are*colour and light. The process 
by which species of this sort emanate from their object | 
to act on the subject remains wholly spiritual,”* and 
we find in these, the noblest and most universal of 


*i.e. immaterial. 
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all senses, an operation closely analogous to intellectual 
operations in the strict sense. Accordingly, com- 
parisons between intellectual knowledge and sight, 
between the eye of the soul and the eye of the body 
are very frequent. Such is the hierarchy of the five 
\external sensitive powers, which form the basis of 
the four internal sensitive powers, the role and functions 
\\of which are easily discerned.“ 

For, while it is true to say that nature never does 
anything in vain and does not multiply beings without 
need, it is equally true that she never refuses to 
beings whatever they require. The sensitive soul 
must therefore perform as many operations as are 
needed for a perfect animal to live. At the same time 
it is evident that all operations which are irreducible 
to the same principle, presuppose the existence in the 
soul of as many different corresponding powers: what, 
in fact, is called a power is none other than the proxi- 
mate principle of an operation of the soul. These 
principles being admitted, we have to note that the 
particular sense is not sufficient to itself. The par- 
ticular sense judges the sensible, corresponding to it, 
and distinguishes it from among other sensibles brought 
to its notice; it distinguishes for instance white from 
black or green, and from that point of view it suffices ; 
but it cannot distinguish a white colour from a sweet 
taste. Sight can distinguish between one colour and 
all the other colours because it knows them all; but 
it cannot distinguish between a colour and a taste 
because it does not know tastes, for to discriminate 
between sensible realities, they must first be known. 
We must therefore necessarily assume a ‘common 
sense” to which all sense-perceptions must be sub- 
mitted, as to their common centre, to enable it to 
judge of them and to distinguish between them. The 
common sense will further apprehend, besides the 
sensibles whose species are transmitted to it, also the 

_operations themselves. For it is clear that we know 
that we are seeing. Now, such a knowledge cannot 
pertain to the particular sense which knows nothing 
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but the sensible form affecting it; but after the modi- 
fication has been imparted by that form to vision, 
the visual sensation imparts in its turn a second 
modification to the “common sense” which thereupon 
perceives the vision itself. 

Again, considering the conditions to be met by an 
animal in order to live a perfect animal life, it will be 
granted that it is not sufficient for it to apprehend 
sensibles when they are presented to it; a living being 
must also be able to represent them to itself, even 
when they are absent. For, since the movements 
and actions of an animal are determined by the objects 
apprehended, it would never set itself in motion to 
secure whatever it needs, if it were unable to represent 
to itself these objects in their absence. The sensitive 
soul of the animal must therefore be able, not only to 
receive the sensible species, but also to retain them 
and preserve them. Now, it is easy to observe that in 
the case of bodies, the same principles do not both 
receive and retain; what is damp receives easily and 
retains badly; what is dry, on the contrary, receives 
badly but retains well whatever it has received. There- 
fore, since the sensitive power of the soul is the act of a 
bodily organ, we must assume in it two different powers, 
one to receive the sensible species and the other to 
retain them. The power of retention goes by the name 
of “phantasy” or “imagination.” 

The sensible knowledge with which the living being 
is provided, requires thirdly the power of discriminating 
certain properties of things which sense, left to itself, 
would be incapable of apprehending. Not all the 
sensibles perceived offer to the animal an equal inter- 
est from the point of view of their retention; some are 
useful, others harmful. Man who is capable of com- 
paring his particular knowledge and of reasoning about 
it, makes a distinction between the useful and the 
harmful by means of what has been called his “ par- 
ticular” or “cogitative reason.” But the animal, 
devoid of reason, must apprehend directly in the things 
their usefulness or harm, although these are not 
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: sensible qualities in the strict sense. Hence a further 


nsitive power is necessarily needed; by means of it 
‘the sheep knows that it must flee when it sees a wolf; 
the bird is led to pick up a wisp of straw; yet the sheep 
does not flee from the wolf, nor the bird gather straw 
because the forms or colours of these objects please or 
displease them, but because they perceive them 
directly as opposed to or in conformity with their 
natures. This new power is called “estimative” * 
power and is the direct means for rendering possible 


_ the fourth of the internal sensitive powers, namely, 
“memory.” 


For the living being needs to be able to recall 
actually to mind the species previously apprehended 
by sense and inwardly retained by imagination. 
Now, whatever we may be inclined to think-at first 
sight, imagination is insufficient for this purpose. 
Imagination is, in a sense, a treasure house in which 
forms perceived by sense are stored; but we have just 
noted that the particular sense does not succeed in 
apprehending all the aspects of sensibles; the useful or 
the harmful as such escape its grasp; hence another 
power is required to preserve their species. It must 
moreover. be admitted that diverse movements pre- 
suppose diverse moving principles determining them. 
In the imagination the movement is from the things 
to the soul: it is the objects that impress their species 
first upon the particular sense, then upon the common 
sense, to enable the imagination to retain them. 
But it is different in the case of the memory; there 
the movement starts from the soul to end in the 
species evoked by it. In the case of animals, the 
remembrance of the useful or the harmful causes the 


.. representations of previously perceived objects to arise; 


we are there dealing with a spontaneous revival of the 
sensible species, pertaining to memory proper. In the 
case of man, on the contrary, an effort of search is 
needed for the species stored in the imagination, to 


* Synonymous with “instinct.” 
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"become afresh the object of actual consideration; here 
we are dealing no longer with simple memory, but * 
with what has been called “reminiscence.’’ It must 
be added that in either case, the objects present 
themselves bearing the character of past occurrences, 
another quality which lies outside the range of the 
particular sense.!” 

It will be seen at the same time that the consideration 
of the highest sensitive powers of the soul brings us to 
the very threshold of intellectual activity. The 
estimative power by which animals apprehend the 
harmful or useful, corresponds in man to the particular 
reason or the passive intellect,® just as the animal 
memory corresponds to the reminiscence of man. 
We have, however, not yet entered the sphere of the 
intellect strictly speaking. The passive intellect 
remains a power of the sensible order, because it 
collects only particular knowledge, whereas the 
characteristic of the intellect is the faculty of appre- 
hending ‘the universal. In the same manner, reminis- 
cence differs from spontaneous revival, characteristic 
of the animal memory; it presupposes a sort of syllo- 
gistic dialectic, by which we proceed from one memory 
to another until we reach the one we have been searching 
for; but this search is concerned only with particular 
representations and so far the universality, required 
for intellectual knowledge, is completely lacking.’® 
It may, therefore, be asserted that the sensitive powers 
of the soul are of exactly the same nature both in the 
animal and in man, at least if they are considered in 
what is properly speaking sensitive about them; the 
particular dignity which they possess in man, comes 
to them from the intellect on which they border, in 
reference to which they are ordered and the eminent 
dignity of which seems to be reflected back upon the 
operations proper to them.2° The step we are now 
about to take, from the sensitive powers up to the 
intellectual powers of the soul, is therefore decisive. 
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Chapter XI. 


THE INTELLECT AND RATIONAL KNOWLEDGE 


THE intellect is the power which assigns the proper| 
degree of perfection to the human soul; and yet the 
human soul is not, strictly speaking, an intellect. 
The angel whose whole virtue is concentrated in his 
intellectual power and in his will springing from it, 
is a pure intellect; therefore the name of “intelligence” 
has been given to him. The human soul, on the 
contrary, performing in addition vegetative and 
sensitive operations, could not well be described by 
that name. We must therefore simply say that the 
intellect is one of the powers of the human soul.! Let , 
us examine its structure and principal operations. ~~ 
Taken in its lowliest aspect, the human intellect _ 
appears as a passive power. The verb “pati” can be~ 
taken in three different senses. In the first sense, 
which is moreover its proper signification, it means 
that a thing is deprived of something which it ought 
to have according to its essence or which is the 
object of its natural inclination; for instance, if water 
loses its cold temperature as it is heated by fire, or if a 
man falls ill or becomes sad. In the second sense, less 
rigorously literal, it means that a being is deprived of 
something, whether this something ought or ought 
not to be possessed by it. From this point of view, 
the recovery of health no less than the loss of it is a 
“passion” (i.e. something suffered or undergone) ; * 
so it is to rejoice as well as to be sad. Lastly, in the | 
third-sense, the most general of all, the verb means that ~ 
a being no longer loses or is deprived of one quality 
or receives another, but simply that something, being 


* It is well to note that ‘passion’ in the moral sense—the 
sense in which it is normally used in English—is defined as 
‘an act of the sensitive appetite.’ 
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in potency, receives that in respect of which it is in 
‘potency. From this point of view, everything passing 
from potency to act can be considered as “passive,” 
even though such passivity should be a source of 
enrichment rather than a cause of impoverishment. 
Our intellect is passive in this last sense, and the 
reason of this passivity can be deduced directly from 
the relatively inferior position of man in the hierarchy 
of being. 

For the intellect is in potency or in act according 
to the relation it maintains with universal being. 
In considering the nature of this relation, we find, at 
its highest degree, an intellect whose relation to 
universal being consists in being the very act of being, 
taken in its totality. We here recognise the Divine 
intellect, viz. the Divine essence itself in whom all 
being pre-exists originally and virtually as in its first 
Cause. Because it is actually the totality of being, 
the Divine intellect is at no point in potency, but, on 
the contrary, pure act. It is different in the case of a 
created intellect. For such an intellect to be the act 
of the universal being, it would have to be an infinite 
being which contradicts its condition of created being. 
The created intellect is therefore, by the mere fact of its 
‘ existence, not the act of all intelligibles; as a merely 
finite and participated being, it is in potency in respect 
of all the intelligible reality which is not the intellect 
itself. Intellectual passivity is therefore the direct 
consequence of this limitation of being. Now, the 
relation of potency to act can present a twofold aspect. 
For there is a certain order of potentiality in which the 
potency is never deprived of its act; we are able to 
observe this fact in the celestial bodies. But there 
is another order of potentiality in which the potency, 
sometimes deprived of its act, has to pass into act to 
acquire it: such is the matter of corruptible beings. 
It will be seen at once that the angelic intellect is 
characterised by the former of these two degrees of 
potentiality; its proximity to the first intellect, which 
is pure act, is the cause of the angelic intellect possessing 
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always in act its own intelligible species. The human | 


intellect, on the contrary, coming last in the order of 
intellects and being as far removed as possible from 
the Divine intellect, is in potency in respect of the 
intelligibles, not only in the sense that it is passive 


when receiving them, but also in the sense of being | 


naturally deprived of them. Therefore Aristotle 
asserts that, to start with, the soul is like a “tabula 
rasa” without any writing upon it. The necessity 
of assuming a certain passivity at the beginning of our 
intellectual knowledge rests therefore upon the ex- 
treme imperfection of our intellect.? 

We must, on the other hand, admit the existence 
of an active power as no less absolutely required, 
if we wish to give an account of human knowledge. 
For, since the possible intellect is in potency in 
regard to intelligibles, it follows necessarily that the 
intelligibles must set this intellect in motion, to render 
any human knowledge possible. But it is evident 
that in order to impart movement, a thing must first 
be. Now, no intelligibles, in the proper sense of the 
term, would exist in an universe where only merely 
passive intellects were to be found. For the intelligible 
is not to be encountered, as a subsisting reality, 
‘within nature. Aristotle had proved against Plato 
that the forms of natural things do not subsist without 
matter; but the forms to be found in matter are 
evidently not intelligibles in themselves, since it is 
immaterialness that confers intelligibility; it follows 
therefore that the natures, i.e. the forms which our 
intellect knows in sensible things, must be rendered 
intelligible in-act. But only a being in act is able to 
cause something in potency to pass from potency to 
act. We must therefore attribute to the intellect an 
active virtue which renders the intelligible, contained 
potentially in sensible reality, actually intelligible; 
and this virtue has been called “intellectus agens,”’ or 
active intellect. It is moreover easy to see that this 
fact dominates the whole structure of human know- 
ledge. Since sensible things are endowed with actual 
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existence outside our own soul, it is useless to posit an 
active sense; hence the sensitive power of our soul 
is entirely passive. But as we reject the Platonic 
doctrine of ideas as realities subsisting in the nature 
’ of things, we require an active intellect to disentangle 
the intelligibles embedded in the sensibles. Since, 
finally, immaterial and actually intelligible substances 
exist, such as the angels or God, we must recognise 
that our intellect is incapable of apprehending these ~ 
realities in themselves, but must rest content with 
acquiring knowledge by abstracting the intelligible 
from the material and sensible.® 

Is this active intellect, the necessity of which has 
been established, a power of the soul or a superior 
power, extrinsic to the soul’s essence and conferring 
upon it ab extra the faculty of knowing? It is easy to 
understand why some thinkers have held the latter 
view. It is evident that we must assume above 
the rational soul a superior intellect from which it 
holds its faculty of knowing. Something that is 
participated, mobile and imperfect, presupposes always 
a being which is essence, immobile and_ perfect. 
Now, the human soul is an intellective principle only by 
participation: this is proved by the fact that it is not 
wholly, but only partially, intelligent; or again by the 
fact that it attains to truth by a discursive process, 
not by direct and simple intuition. The soul requires 
accordingly an intellect of a superior order which 
confers upon it the power of intellection; hence certain 
philosophers identify this intellect with the active 
intellect which they take to be a separate substance 
which, by illuminating the phantasms of sensible 
origin, impressed on us by things, renders them in- 
telligible.6 But even if we conceded the existence of 
such a separate active intellect, we should still have to 
assume in the very soul of man a participated power 
of this superior intellect, capable of rendering the 
sensible species actually intelligible. For whenever 
universal principles exercise their action, we find 
particular principles of activity, subordinated to them, 
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governing the proper operations of each being. Thus 
the active virtue of the celestial bodies which extends 
to the whole universe, does not prevent the inferior 
bodies from being endowed with virtues of their own, 
directing determinate operations. This is particularly 
easy to note in the perfect animals. There are animals 
of the inferior orders the production of which is 
adequately explained by the action of the celestial 
bodies: such are the animals produced by putrefaction. 
But the generation of perfect animals requires, apart 
from the activity of a celestial body, a particular virtue 
residing in the seed. Now, by far the most perfect 
operation performed by sublunary beings, is clearly 
intellectual knowledge, i.e. the operations of the 
intellect. Consequently, even assuming an active 
principle of all intellection, such as the illuminating 
virtue of God, we must necessarily posit in each man 
an active principle of his own, conferring on the in- 
dividual in question actual intelligence: and this is 
what is called the “intellectus agens.’? But this 
conclusion evidently amounts to the denial of the 
existence of one separate active intellect. For, since 
the intellectual knowledge of each man and each soul 
requires an active principle of operation, a plurality 
of active intellects must be assumed. We must con- 
sequently recognise as many active intellects as there 
are souls, i.e. ultimately as many as there are men; 
for it would be absurd to attribute one and numerically 
the same principle of operation to a number of different 
subjects. Thereby all the errors, entailed by positing 
a single active intellect for all men, are fundamentally 
disproved, such as the denial of personal immortality, 
for example, or of the free-will. Let us proceed to 
examine the principal functions of this intellect. 

We must, in the first place, assign memory to it. 
Not that all the philosophers are agreed on this point, 
even among those who claim the authority of Aristotle; 
Avicenna denies it, forced to the denial precisely by 
the doctrine of a single intellect, which we have just 
refuted. According to him, it would be conceivable 
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for the passive intellect, bound to a bodily organ, 
to preserve the sensible species without apprehending 
them actually; but this would not apply in case of the 
active intellect. In this wholly immaterial power 
nothing can subsist except in an intelligible and con- 
sequently actual form. As soon as an intellect ceases 
actually to apprehend an object, the species of that 
object vanishes from the intellect; if it wishes to 
renew the knowledge of the object, it would have to 
appeal to the “intellectus agens” as to a separate sub- 
stance, from which the intelligible species flows into 
the passive intellect. The repetition and exercise by 
the passive intellect of this movement of turning to the 
“intellectus agens,’’ forms in it a sort of habit of or 
facility for carrying out this operation, and the posses- 
sion of knowledge is reduced to this. To know, there- 
fore, does not mean to retain the species which are not 
actually apprehended, and this eliminates from the 
intellect all memory in the narrow sense of that term. 
But such a conclusion hardly meets the requirements 
of our reason. For it is one of the main principles that 
quod recipitur in aliquo recipitur in eo secundum modum 
recipientis; now, the intellect is naturally more stable 
and immovable than corporeal matter,, If we therefore 
find that corporeal matter not merely retains forms 
during the reception of them, but for a long time after 
it has actually received them, the intellect must a 
fortiori preserve unchangeably and indefectibly the 
intelligible species which it has apprehended. If we 
simply describe by the term “memory” the capacity 
of preserving the species, we must admit that there 
is a memory in the intellect. We must, however, 
note that if it is considered characteristic of memory 
to apprehend the past as past, then memory can exist 
only in the sensitive power of the soul. For the past as 
such consists in existence at a definite point in time—a 
mode of existence which can pertain only to particular 
things. But the apprehension of the material and of 
the particular pertains to the sensitive power of the 
soul. We can therefore conclude that, if the memory 
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of the past belongs to the sensitive soul, there 
exists in addition a strictly intellectual memory 
which preserves the intelligible species and has as its 
proper object the universal, abstracted from all con- 
ditions determining it to such and such a mode of 
particular existence.® 

Memory, such as it has just been defined, forms part; 
of the intellectual operation itself; it is therefore, ' 
strictly speaking, not another power of the intellect.1° 
This conclusion applies with equal truth to reason 
and to the intellect in the proper sense of those terms; 
they are not different powers of the soul, and it is easy 
to test this by examining the acts characteristic of 
them. Intellection is the simple apprehension of an 
intelligible truth; reasoning is the process of the mind 
proceeding from one object of knowledge to another. 
in order to reach an intelligible truth. The angels, 
for instance, who possess perfectly the knowledge of 
such intelligible truth as their degree of perfection 
allows them to apprehend, discover it by a simple and 
in no way discursive operation; they are true intelli- 
gences. Man, on the other hand, attains to the 
knowledge of intelligible truth by passing from one 
object of knowledge to another; hence the name 
really applicable to him is not that of an intelligence, 
but rather of a rational being. It appears also that 
reasoning is to intellection as movement is to rest, or 
acquisition is to possession; the same relation obtains 
between these terms as between the imperfect and the 
perfect. Now, it is well known that movement starts 
from an antecedent immobility and ends in rest; the 
same holds good of human knowledge. Reasoning 
proceeds from certain initial terms which we appre- 
hend purely and simply by means of the intellect: 
these are the first principles; its final term is equally 
the first principles to which it returns to check the 
conclusions of its argument. Intellect is to be found 
therefore both at the beginning and at the end of 
reasoning. Now, it is evident that rest and movement 
depend on one and the same power; this assertion can 
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be proved down to natural things where we find the 
same nature setting things in motion and maintaining 
them in repose. A fortiori intellect and reasoning 
pertain to one and the same power. It is therefore ~ 
clear that in man the terms of both intellect and 
reason describe one and the same power." 

Here we discern the precise point where the human 
soul borders on the separate intelligences in the hier- 
archy of created beings. It is obvious that the mode 
of knowledge characteristic of man is reasoning or 
discursive knowledge. But it is also clear that dis- 
cursive knowledge requires two fixed terms, one at the 
beginning, the other at the end, both consisting in the 
simple apprehension of truth by the intellect. The 
intellection of principles opens as well as closes the 
processes of reason. Although therefore the know- 
ledge proper to the human soul follows the line of 
reasoning, it nevertheless presupposes a certain par- 
ticipation in that simple mode of knowledge which is to 
be found in the intellectual substances of an higher 
order. Here again the words of Dionysius are proved 
true: Divina sapientia semper fines priorum conjungit 
principiis secundorum.% But they are true only if 
we deny the existence in man of an intellectual power 
distinct from his reason. For the universal hierarchy 
is based, not on the inferior possessing what the 
superior also possesses, but on the imperfect participa- 
tion of the inferior in what is possessed by the superior. 
Thus the animal whose the nature is purely sensitive, 
is devoid of reason; yet it is endowed with a sort of 
natural prudence or power of judgment which con- 
stitutes a certain participation in human reason. In 
the same way, man does not possess, as a special power, 
an intellect by which he attains simply, absolutely 
and without discursive steps to the knowledge of truth; 
but he participates in this mode of knowing by a kind 
of natural disposition which is the intellection of 
principles. In short, the human intellect, as_ it 
appears as the result of our discussion, is nothing but 
reason itself in so far as it participates in the simplicity 
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of intellectual knowledge: unde et potentia discurrens et_[ 
_ verttatem accipiens non erunt diversae sed una. ..: 
tpsa ratio intellectus dicitur quod participat de intellec- 
tualt simplicitate, ex quo est principium et terminus in 
ejus propria operatione.8 Let us consider this operation 
itself, i.e. the mode by which human reason appre- 
hends its different objects. 

The fundamental problem the solution of which will 
govern all ultimate conclusions, is to know how the 
human intellect knows the corporeal substances which 
are naturally inferior to it.* According to Plato, the 
human soul possesses a natural and innate knowledge 
of all things. For no one can give exact answers 
except to questions which he knows; now, an entirely 
ignorant person will always reply correctly to questions, 
if only he is asked methodically: this we note in the 
“Meno.” Therefore, everyone possesses the know- 
ledge of things even before acquiring knowledge; and 
this amounts to asserting that the soul knows all, 
including the body, by innate species, naturally 
possessed by it. But this theory encounters at once 
a serious difficulty. For, since the form is the principle 
of all action, it follows that each thing maintains 
the same relation both to the form and to the action 
produced by that form. If we assume, for instance, 
that an upward movement is produced by lightness, 
we should say that what is in potency in respect to this 
movement is potentially light, and that, what moves 
actually upwards, is actually light. Now, it is clear 
that man, in respect of both his senses and his intellect 
is often in potency regarding his knowledge; he is 
brought from potency to act either by sense objects 
acting on his senses or by teaching and discovery acting 
on his intellect. It must therefore be admitted that 
the rational soul is in potency in regard to the sensible 
species as well as to the intelligible. But when it is in 
potency in regard to the species, it evidently does not 
possess them actually; the soul consequently does not 
know all things by means of naturally innate species.” 
It is true that it is possible to possess actually a form 
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and yet to be incapable of producing the action of 
this form owing to some exterior obstacle. Thus a 
light body may sometimes be prevented from rising 
upwards by some hindrance. Therefore Plato, ob- 
serving that the soul is not always in actual possession 
of its knowledge, asserted that the human intellect 
is naturally iull of all intelligible species, but is pre- 
vented by its union with the body from knowing them 
always actually. 

Now, a simple observation suffices to show the 
falsity of this theory. If one sense fails, the whole 
knowledge of what this sense apprehends, vanishes 
with it. One sense the less—one branch of knowledge 
the less. A man born blind knows nothing of colours; 
yet he would know them if the intellect possessed, as 
naturally innate, the intelligible reasons of all things. 
But it is possible to go beyond the mere statement of 
this fact and show that such knowledge would be 
disproportionate to the human soul. 

If we adopt the Platonic view, we are led to consider 
the body as a sort of veil or screen placed between 
our intellect and the objects of our knowledge; we 
should have to say that the soul does not acquire its 
knowledge with the help of the body, but in spite cf it. 
Now, we have noted that it is natural for the soul to 
be united with the body. If, therefore, we accepted 
_ the Platonic position, we should have to assume that 
, the natural operation of the soul, namely, intellectual 
\ knowledge, finds no greater obstacle than the bond 
with its body, which is yet comformable to its nature. 
But this is a view repugnant to reason. Nature, 
producing the soul for the sake of knowing, cannot 
have united with it a body which prevents it from 
knowing; rather, she must have given a body to 
the soul only to facilitate intellectual knowledge. 
This assertion loses all its paradoxical appearance, if 
we remember the low dignity and extreme imperfection 
of the human soul. There is a faculty of knowing in 
all intellectual substances, which draws its strength 
from the influence of the Divine light. In its first 
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principle, this light is one and single; but the further 
intelligent creatures are removed from the first principle, 
the more this light is divided and scattered, like the 
rays diverging from a central point. Hence God 
knows all things by his simple and unique essence. 
The higher intellectual substances know, indeed, by 
means of many forms, but make use of only a limited 
number of them; moreover, they apprehend highly 
universal forms and, being endowed with an extremely 
effective faculty of knowing, discover the multiplicity 
of particular objects within these universal forms. In 
the inferior intellectual substances, on the contrary, 
we find a greater number of less universal forms, and 
being further removed from the first source of all 
knowledge, these forms no longer permit an equally 
distinct apprehension of the particular objects. If 
therefore the lower intellectual substances possessed 
only the universal intelligible forms, as they occur in 
the angels, they—being illuminated only by a very 
feeble and darkened ray of light—would never succeed 
in discovering the multiplicity of particular objects in 
such forms. The knowledge would therefore be only 
of a vague and confused generality; they would be like 
those ignorant people who fail to perceive in principles 
the innumerable implicated consequences seen by the 
learned. Now, we know that in the order of natufe 
the human souls are the last of all the intellectual 
substances. Consequently, they had either to be given 
a merely confused and general knowledge, or to be 
united with bodies to enable them to receive from 
sense-objects the proper and particular knowledge of 
what these objects are. God has treated the human 
soul as we treat those crude minds which can learn only 
with the help of sensible illustrations. It is therefore 
for its own advantage that the soul has been united 
with a body to make use of it for the acquisition of 
knowledge: Sic ergo patet quod propter melius animae 
est ut corporis uniatur, et intelligat per conversionem ad 
phantasmata 3" and again: Compettt ets (animis) ut @ cor- 
portbus et per corpora suam perfectionem intelligibilem 
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consequantur; alioquin frustra corporibus unirentur 18 
In short, the soul will attain to a knowledge of 
its objects by turning for help to the body, not by 
turning away from it, as would be demanded by the 
Platonic theory of innate species. 

Let us endeavour to describe in detail the mode in 
which this human intellect apprehends its objects. 
According to St. Augustine whose doctrine will be our 
guide, the intellectual soul discovers all things in the 
eternal essences, that is, in the immovable truth which 
is in God. Si ambo videmus verum esse quod dicts, 
et ambo videmus verum esse quod dico, ubt, quaeso, 
id uidemus? Nec ego utique in te, nec tu in me, sed ambo 
in ipsa, quae supra mentes nostras est, incommutabile 
veritate.® St. Augustine was, in fact, of opinion that 
we ought always to avail ourselves of whatever truth 
the pagan philosophies might contain, and as he was 
himself imbued with Platonic conceptions, he con- 
stantly attempted to gather up whatever good he 
found in the Platonists, or even to correct and utilise 
whatever he found in them contrary to Faith. Now 
Plato described by the term “ideas” the forms of 
things considered as subsisting by themselves and 
separately from matter. The knowledge acquired 
by our soul, would reduce itself to its participation in 
the forms thus defined; just as corporeal matter 
becomes stone inasmuch as it participates in the idea 
“stone,’’ so our intellect would know the stone, in so far 
as it participated in this same idea. But it is evidently 
contrary to Faith thus to assume separated forms, 
subsisting of themselves and endowed with a sort of 
creative activity. Therefore St. Augustine substituted 
for the ideas of Plato the essences of all creatures 
which he conceived as gathered up in the mind of 
God, in conformity to which all things were created 
and by the help of which ultimately the human soul 
would know all things. Now it must be said that this 
theory, taken in a certain sense, is inacceptable. 
In asserting with St. Augustine that the intellect knows 
all in the eternal essences and, therefore, in God, the 
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expression “to know in” may, mean that the eternal 
essences constitute the very objects apprehended by 
the intellect. But it cannot be admitted that in this 
life the soul can know all things in the eternal essences, 
and we have just seen the reason why, in the criticism 
of the innate Platonic ideas. Only the Blessed who 
see God and see all in God, know all in the eternal 
essences ; on earth, on the contrary, the human intellect 
has as its proper object the sensible, not the intelligible. 
But the expression “to know in” may define the 
principle, instead of the object, of knowledge; it may 
mean “that whereby” we know and not “what” we 
know.”° In this sense, it merely expresses a great 
truth, viz. the need of placing at the origin of our 
intellection the Divine light and the first principles of 
knowledge. 

The soul, indeed, knows all in the eternal essences 
as the eye sees “in the sun,” all that it sees “by means 
of the sun.”’ It is important to be clear about the full 
meaning of that statement. We note that there is 
a principle of intellection in the human soul. This 
intellectual light in us is none other than a participated 
resemblance to the uncreated Light, and since the un- 
created Light contains the eternal essences of all things, 
it may in a sense be said, that we know all in the Divine 
exemplars. Therefore, “to know in the eternal 
essences” would mean simply “to know by means of 
the participation in the Divine light” in which the 
essences of all things are contained. Hence the 
Psalm 4 says: Multi dicunt: Quis ostendtt nobis bona ? 
The Psalmist replies: Signatum est super nos lumen 
vultus tui Domine. And this means: Per ipsam 
sigillationem divini luminis in nobis omnia demon- 
strantur. But this faculty of knowing, given to us by 
God, is not sufficient by itself. We have seen that it is 
naturally devoid of the intelligible species which Plato 
attributed to it. Far from possessing innate know- 
ledge, it is rather at first in potency in respect of all 
intelligibles. 

Let us now add that this faculty does not give us a 
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knowledge of material things by the mere participation 
in their eternal essences; it still needs the intelligible 
species which it abstracts from the things themselves.” 
The human intellect therefore possesses an adequate 
and sufficient light to enable it to acquire the know- 
ledge of the intelligibles to which it can attain by 
means of sensible things.2 We find the germs of all 
knowledge in the intellect itself: praeexistunt im nobis 
quaedam scientiarum semina.** These preformed germs 
of which we have natural knowledge are the first 
principles: prima intelligibilium principia.* What 
is characteristic of these principles is that they are the 
first concepts formed by our intellect when we come 
into contact with the sensible. To say that they pre- 
exist, does not mean that the intellect possesses them 
actually, independently of the action which bodies 
exercise on our soul; it simply means that they are the 
first intelligibles which our intellect can reach in 
starting from sensible experience. The intellection 
of these principles is no more innate than the conclusions 
of deductive arguments,» but, whereas we discover 
the former naturally, we have to reach the latter by 
an effort of search. A few detailed examples will help 
us to understand this truth. 

The principles may be complex, as that the whole is 
greater than the part; or they may be siinple, like the 
idea of being, of unity and others of this kind. Now, 
it is possible to say that these complex principles like 
the one quoted, do in some manner pre-exist in our 
intellect. For, as soon as the rational soul of man 
understands the definitions of the whole and of a part, 
it knows that the whole is greater than the part. 
It is, therefore, naturally capable of acquiring this 
knowledge directly. But it is no less clear that the 
soul did not possess this knowledge as such, and that 
the intellect left to its own resources would never have 
acquired it. In order to know that the whole is greater 
than the part, it is, as we said, necessary to know 
the definitions of the part and the whole; but it is im- 
possible to know them except by abstracting the 
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intelligible species from sensible matter.2° If we there- 
fore cannot know what the whole is or what a part is 
without appealing to the perception of bodies, and if 
we cannot know that the whole is greater than the 
part without first possessing that knowledge, it 
follows that the apprehension of the very first in- 
telligible conceptions presupposes necessarily the 
intervention of the sensible. This conclusion is still 
more evident, if we consider the simple principles of 
knowledge. We should be ignorant of what being or 
unity are, unless we had previously perceived sensible 
objects from which to abstract the intelligible species. 
The exact definitions of these principles would con- 
sequently be as follows: primae conceptiones intellectus, 
quae statim lumine intellectus agentis cognoscuntur per 
species a sensibilibus abstractas.2” These principles are 
the first beginning of all our certain knowledge. We 
start from them in our search for truth, and, as has been 
pointed out above, our reasoning appeals to them in 
the last resort for a verification of its conclusions. On 
the other hand, our aptitude for the formulation of these 
principles upon contact with sensibles is, in human 
souls taken collectively, like an image of the Divine 
truth in which they participate. In this sense, but 
in this sense only, may we then say that, to the extent 
to which the soul knows all things by means of the 
first principles of knowledge, it sees all in the Divine 
truth or in the eternal essences of things.?® 

In thus positing the need of an intellectual light as a 
gift of God, and the impotence of this light, when left 
_to its own resources, we have, in fact, indicated the 
conditions, both necessary and sufficient, of human 
knowledge. The conclusion to which we have con- | 
stantly been led, is that intellectual knowledge takes 
as its starting point sensible things: principrum | 
nostrae cognitionis est a sensu. The only problem 
awaiting solution is to determine exactly the relation 
between the intellect and the sensible within know- 
ledge. In opposition to Plato who makes our intellect 
participate in the separate intelligible forms, we find 
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Democritus who considered as the only cause of our 
knowledge the presence in our soul of the image of 
the bodies of which we think. According to this 
philosopher all action can be reduced to an influx 
of material atoms, passing from one body into another. 
He therefore imagines small images starting from the 
objects and penetrating into the matter of our soul. 
But we know that the human soul performs an opera- 
tion in which the body does not share,?® namely, the 
operation of the intellect. Now, it is clearly im- 
possible for a corporeal matter to impress its mark upon 
and to modify an incorporeal substance like the 
intellect. The mere impress of sensible bodies would 
therefore not suffice to produce an operation like that 
of the intellect, and is insufficient to explain it. We 
must therefore appeal to some nobler principle of 
operation, without going as far as to appeal to the 
separate intelligibles of Platonism. This we do by 
keeping to the via media followed by Aristotle, between 
Democritus and Plato, i.e. by assuming an active 
intellect capable of extracting the intelligible from the 
sensible by means of abstraction, the nature of which 
we shall now proceed to describe in greater detail. 

Let us assume that as the result of operations, 
described above,®° a sensible body has impressed its 
image upon the common sense; and let us give the name 
of ‘““phantasm”’ to this image. We have therewith not 
yet reached the full and perfect cause of intellectual 
knowledge; not even the sufficient cause, but at most 
the matter upon which this cause works.®! For what 
is this phantasm? It is the image of a particular 
thing: semilitudo rei particularis.*= Or, speaking more 
correctly, the phantasms are the images of particular 
things, impressed on or preserved in the bodily organs: 
similitudines individuorum existentes im organis cor- 
poreis.*> In short, from the point of view of both the 
object and of the subject we are so far still in the 
sphere of the sensible. Colours, for instance, have the 
same mode of existence as being both in the matter of 
an individual body and in the visual power of the 
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sensible soul. In either case they subsist in a definite 
material subject. Hence colours are naturally capable 
of impressing their likeness upon the organ of sight. 
But, for the same reason it is evident that neither 
the sensible as such, nor consequently its phantasms, 
would ever succeed in penetrating into the intellect. 
The sensible is the act of a bodily organ; it is therefore 
capable of receiving the particular as such, i.e. the 
universal form existing in an individual corporeal 
matter.*4 The sensible species, the medium trans- 
mitting it and the sense itself are realities of the same 
order, since they belong all three to the class of the 
particular. The same may be said of the imagination 
where the phantasm is to be found. But it does not 
apply to the possible intellect. Qwudé intellect, it receives 
universal species; the imagination, on the contrary, 
contains only particular species. There is therefore a 
difference of kind between the phantasm and the 
intelligible species, between the particular and the 
universal: sunt alterius generis™ And hence the 
phantasms, necessarily required to make intellectual 
knowledge possible, are yet but its matter, and serve 
so to speak merely as its instrument.*® 

In order to form a precise picture of the process of 
human intellection, the réle assigned to the active 
intellect must be borne in mind. Man is placed in a 
universe where the intelligible does not occur in a state | 
of purity, and in addition his intellect is such that the 
intuition of the intelligible is entirely outside his 
reach. The proper object with which the human 
intellect has to deal is merely the “quiddity,”’ i.e. 
the nature existing in a particular corporeal matter. 
Thus our business is not to know the idea “stone,” 
but the nature of a particular stone, and this nature is 
the result of the combination of a form and its proper 
matter. In the same way, the idea “horse” is not an 
object offered to our knowledge, but we have to know 
rather the nature of the horse as realised in such and 
such a particular material horse.??_ In other words, it is 
easy to distinguish in the objects of human knowledge 


206 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


a universal and intelligible element, associated with 
a particular and material element. The operation 
proper to the active intellect consists precisely in 
separating these two elements so as to present to the 
possible intellect the intelligible and universal, im- 
plicated in the sensible. 

For, let us note that the object of knowledge is 
always proportionate to the faculty of knowing, which 
apprehends it. Now, three degrees may be observed 
in the hierarchy of the faculties of knowing. Sensible 
knowledge is the act of a bodily organ, viz. the sense. 
Therefore the object of all the senses is the form as 
existing in a corporeal matter. And, as corporeal 
matter is the principle of individuation, none of the 
powers of the sensitive soul are capable of knowing 
anything but particular objects. At the other end 
of the scale we find a knowledge which is neither the 
act of a bodily organ, nor in any way linked to any 
corporeal matter. Such is angelic knowledge. The 
object proper to this knowledge is consequently the 
form, subsisting outside all matter. Even when the 
angels apprehend particular objects, they perceive 
them only under immaterial forms, i.e. in themselves 
or in God. Now the human intellect occupies a 
position midway between these. It is not the act of a 
bodily organ, but it belongs to a soul which is the form 
of a body. Therefore the proper function of this 
intellect is to apprehend forms, undoubtedly existing 
individually in a corporeal matter, but also not to 
apprehend them in so far as they exist in this matter. 
But to know what exists in an individual matter 
without taking into account the matter within which 
the object subsists, means to abstract the form from 
the individual matter, represented by the phantasm.38 
This abstraction consists, in its simplest aspect, 
therefore in the intellect considering in each material 
thing what constitutes it in its proper species, leaving 
aside all the principles of individuation belonging to 
the matter. In the same way as we can consider 
separately the colour of a fruit without taking count 
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of its other properties, so our intellect can consider 
separately, in the phantasms of the imagination, that 
which constitutes the essence of a man, of a horse or 
of a stone, without regard to what distinguishes, within 
these’ species, such and such an individual.8® But the 
operation of the active intellect is not limited to 
separating in this way the universal from the particular; 
its activity is not merely to separate, but also to 
produce the intelligible. For it must not be thought 
that, in abstracting the intelligible species from the 
phantasms, the active intellect does nothing more than 
transfer bodily into the possible intellect the same form 
which previously was in the phantasm. To enable the 
sensible species of a thing to become the intelligible 
form of the intellect, it has to undergo a real trans- 
formation, and the active intellect must. be turned 
upon the phantasms in order to illuminate them. This 
illumination of the sensible species is the true sense 
of abstraction. It is this process which abstracts 
from the species whatever intelligible element they 
contain,*® and produces in the. possible intellect the 
knowledge of what the phantasms represent, con- 
sidering in them only the specific and universal, and 
setting aside the material and particular.* 

The extreme difficulty of forming a clear conception 
of what St. Thomas here means, arises from the un- 
conscious tendency to picture this operation to our- 
selves and to form a concrete image of it. But, 
there is no psycho-physiological mechanism behind 
this description of intellection as offered to us by the 
philosopher ; we move in a different order, namely, that 
of the metaphysician, and the solution of the problem 
of knowledge here indicated by St. Thomas, is above 
all a solution of principle. We can understand it 
only by constantly reverting to the very data of the 
problem under discussion. 

The question is, whether there exists in the universe 
an intellectual being who can attain only to the in- 
telligible, when it is combined with the sensible. We 
know that the hypothesis is a priori probable, because 
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it conforms to the principle of continuity governing the 
universe. The problem remains whether it is possible, 
and of what order the relations are which such an 
operation establishes between the intelligible in act 
as the superior term of the operation, and matter as 
its lower term; it is necessary for the solution of the 
problem to find the intermediate terms bridging the 
distance. 

A first intermediate term is supplied by the sensible 
itself. It is, as was said, the combination of a form, 
and therefore of an intelligible, with a determinate 
matter. The sensible consequently contains the in- 
telligible in potency, and some of it forms part of the 
metaphysical chemistry to which it owes its being, 
though determined in act to a particular mode of 
being. Passing now to man, we find in him an in- 
telligible in act, namely his intellect, i.e. that part of 
himself which is the prolongation beyond the lowest 
orders of angelic being. But we also know that what 
this intelligible lacks, is determination; it is a light by 
which it is possible to see, but in which nothing can 
be seen. To give us sight, it must fall upon the 
objects; but for it to fall on objects, objects must 
exist which have a certain kinship with it. The 
intelligible in act, namely our intellect, will con- 
sequently die of inanition, unless it finds its own 
nourishment in the world where we are placed. But, 
it can find it only in the sensible: consequently the 
solution of the Thomistic problem of knowledge is 
possible, provided that the sensible, determinate in 
act and intelligible in potency, is able to communicate 
its determination to our intellect, which is intelligible 
in act, but determinate in potency only. 

In order to solve it, St. Thomas admits the existence 
in the same individual substance—not in two distinct 
subjects like the Averroists—of a possible intellect 
and an active intellect. If the assertion of the co- 
existence of these two powers of the soul in one subject 
is not contradictory, it may be said that the solution of 
the problem is reached, since such an hypothesis 
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would meet all the requirements of the data. Now, 
this assertion is not contradictory. It is contra- 
dictory to say that the same thing is, at the same 
time and under the same aspects, both in act and in 
potency; but it is not contradictory to assert that it is 
in potency under one aspect, and in act under another; 
this is even the normal condition of all finite and 
created beings. This is also the condition of the 
rational soul in reference to the sensibles and to the 
phantasms representing them. The soul is intelli- 
gibility in act, but it lacks determination; the phan- 
tasms have determination in act, but lack intelligi- 
bility; the soul will therefore confer intelligibility on 
them, wherefore it will be active intellect, and in turn 
receive determination, whereby it will be possible 
intellect. For the operation to be carried into effect, a 
s.ngle condition must be met, which is a metaphysical 
condition resting on the requirements of order: viz. 
the action of the active intellect rendering the phan- 
tasms intelligible must precede the reception into the 
possible intellect of this intelligible: actio intellectus, 
agentis in phantasmatibus praecedit receptionem in- 
tellectus possibilis. As the sensible as such cannot 
penetrate into the intelligible as such, our intellect, 
desiring to receive the determination of the sensible, 
first makes the action of the sensible possible, by 
raising it to its own dignity. On this condition only— 
and this was the only problem to be solved—parvum 
lumen intelligibile quod est in nobis connaturale sufficit 
ad nostrum intelligere.” 

Such is the mode by which the human soul knows 
bodies. This conclusion is true not only in so far as 
the acquisition of knowledge is concerned, but it holds 
equally for the use made of knowledge after it has been 
acquired. Any lesion of the common sense, of the 
imagination or memory suppresses at once both the 
phantasms and the knowledge of the corresponding 
intelligibles.** And lastly the conclusion enables us 
to understand how the human soul knows itself, as 
well as objects which it discovers beyond itself. For 
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the intellect knows itself in exactly the same way as 
it knows other things. We know now the conditions 
_ of this action. The human intellect as it works in 
this earthly life, can know only by turning to the 
material and sensible; it knows itself therefore only to 
the extent that it passes from potency to act, under the 
influence of the species which the light of the active 
intellect abstracts from sensible things. We see 
therefore both the multiplicity of operations required 
for such knowledge and the order in which they 
present themselves. Our soul attains to the knowledge 
of itself only in the measure in which it apprehends 
other things: ex objecto enim cognoscit suam operationem, 
per quam devenit ad cognitionem sui ipsius.*® It knows 
first its object, then its operation, and lastly its own 
nature. Sometimes it perceives simply that it is an 
intellectual soul, since it apprehends the operation 
of its intellect. Sometimes it rises to a universal 
knowledge of what the nature of the human soul is by 
means of a systematic reflexion on the conditions 
required for such an operation.4® But in either case 
the order of procedure of thought remains the same. 
Est autem alius intellectus, scilicet humanus, qui nec est 
suum intelligere, nec sus intelligere est objectum primum 
ipsa ejus essentia, sed aliquid extrinsecum, scilicet 
natura materialis rei. Et ideo, id quod«primo cog- 
noscitur ab intellectu humano, est hujusmodi objectum; 
et secundario cognoscitur ipse actus quo cognoscitur 
objectum; et per actum cognoscitur ipse intellectus, 
cujus est perfectio, ipsum intelligere.®? 

In order to determine the mode by which the human 
soul knows what it discovers beyond itself, all that is 
needed is to apply the results of the preceding analysis. 
Whether concerned with wholly immaterial substances, 
as the angels, or with the infinite and uncreated 
essence which we call God, the direct apprehension 
of the intelligible as such remains entirely beyond our 
reach.48 We can claim therefore no more than the 
power to form a certain very imperfect representation 
of the intelligible by taking as our starting point 
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nature or sensible quiddity. Therefore the first 
object apprehended by the soul is not God, any more 
than the human soul itself. It must begin, on the 
contrary, with the consideration of material bodies and 
it will never advance in the knowledge of the intelligible 
beyond the point up to which the sensible, as its point 
of departure, allows it to go. Here we find, therefore, 
the final justification of the method adopted to prove 
the existence of God and to analyse His essence. 
Cognitio Det quae ex mente humana accipi potest, non 
excedit illud genus cognitionis quod ex sensibilibus sumt- 
tur, cum et tpsa de serpsa cognoscat quid est, per hoc quod 
naturas sensibilium intelligit.® This is a truth which 
cannot be sufficiently emphasised, since it governs the 
whole of philosophy. Failing to grasp it, we assign 
objects to the human intellect which it is naturally 
incapable of apprehending, and we misjudge the proper 
value and limits of our understanding. The most 
dangerous form of this illusion is the belief that 
reality is the better known to us, in proportion as it is 
in itself more intelligible and knowable. We know 
now, on the contrary, that our intellect is constructed 
for extracting the intelligible from the sensible; 
and/we cannot without a sophism infer from the fact 
that it is capable of disentangling from individuating 
matter the universal form contained in it, that it is a 
fortiori capable of apprehending the pure intelligible. 
The intellect may be compared to an eye that would be 
both capable of receiving colours and also sufficiently 
luminous itself to render these same colours visible. 
Such an eye, able by hypothesis to perceive a light of 
average strength, would be quite unable to perceive 
one of greater intensity. There are, in fact, animals 
which are said to possess eyes which give out a light 
sufficient for illuminating the objects they see. Now, 
these animals see better at night than in daylight; 
their eyes are weak, a little light illuminates them, 
but much light blinds them. The same applies to our 
intellect. Faced by the supreme intelligibles, it 
remains blinded and bewildered like the owl which 
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does not see the sun before its eyes. We must there- 
fore be content with the little intellectual light which 
is natural to us and sufficient for the needs of our 
knowledge, but we must beware of asking of it more 


_than it can give. The incorporeal is known to us only 


by comparison with the corporeal, and whenever 
we lay claim to some knowledge of intelligibles, we 
must needs turn to the phantasms impressed on us 
by bodies, though there are no phantasms of in- 
telligible realities.5° By doing so, we shall act as it 
behoves the lowly intellects that we are, and we shall 
accept the limits set to our faculty of knowing by the 
| place we occupy in the hierarchy of created beings. 
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Chapter XII. 


APPETITE AND WILL 
WE have so far considered only the cognitive powers 


» of the human soul. The soul, however, is capable not 
\ only of knowing, but also of willing and desiring. This 


again is a feature which it has in common with all 
natural forms; it assumes a particular character here 
only because the human soul is endowed with know- 
ledge. For every form entails a certain inclination; 
fire, for instance, inclines by reason of its form to rise 
upwards and to produce fire in such bodies as come into 
contact with it. But the form of beings endowed 
with knowledge is superior to the form of bodies 
devoid of it. In these latter the form determines each 
body to the particular being proper to it; in other 
words, it confers on it its natural being. The inclina- 
tion resulting from such a form has therefore properly 
been called its “natural appetite.” Beings, endowed . 
with knowledge, on the contrary, are determined to 
the proper being natural to them, by a form which, 
while certainly their natural form, is yet at the same 
time capable of receiving the species of other beings: 
thus the sense receives the species of all sensibles and 
the intellect the species of all intelligibles. The 
human soul is consequently able to become in a sense 
all things, thanks to its senses and its intellect. Herein 
it resembles up to a certain point God Himself in 
whom the exemplars of all creatures pre-exist. If 
therefore the forms of beings endowed with knowledge, 
belong to a higher degree than those devoid of it, 
it follows that the resulting inclination also is superior 
to the natural inclination. At this point we encounter 
the appetitive powers of the soul by which the animal 
inclines to what it knows. Moreover, the animate 


‘beings, participating in the Divine goodness more 
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amply than inferior things, require a greater number 
of operations and means to acquire their proper 
perfection. They resemble those people who, as 
mentioned earlier, are able to acquire perfect health 
but only on condition of employing a sufficient number 
of remedies.2. The natural appetite, determined to a 
single object and a merely moderate perfection, needs 
but a single operation to reach it. The appetite of the 
animal, on the other hand, must be diverse and capable 
of extending to everything that the animal requires. 
Therefore its nature needs necessarily an appetite 
which falls in with its faculty of knowing and allows 
it to incline towards all the objects which it appre- 
hends.? 

It is consequently apparent that the nature of the 
appetite is closely bound up with the degree of the 
knowledge from which it springs. It is therefore no 
matter of surprise to find as many appetitive powers 
ascribed to the human soul as it possesses cognitive 
powers. Now, the soul apprehends objects by means 
of two powers, an inferior power, namely the sensitive, 
and a superior power, the intellectual or rational. 
The soul consequently tends to its objects by two 
appetitive powers, a lower appetite called “sensuality,” 
itself divided into the “irascible” and the “concu- 
piscible” appetite; and a higher appetite, called “‘will.’’ 
It cannot, further, be doubted that these are three dis- 
tinct powers of the human soul. The natural, sensitive 
and rational appetites are distinct from each other as 
three irreducible degrees of perfection. For, the 
closer a nature is to Divine perfection, the clearer is 
the evident resemblance to the Divine creator in it. 
But what characterises the Divine dignity is that He 
who possesses it, sets in motion, inclines and directs 
all, without being Himself moved, inclined or directed 
by anything else. Therefore, the nearer a nature is to 
God, the less is it determined by Him and the more is 
it able to determine itself. Insensible nature which, 
by reason of its materialness, is infinitely distant from 
God, will therefore incline to one particular end, and 
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yet it could not be said that there is anything in 
it that gives it the inclination towards this end, except 
just the inclination itself. Such is the movement of 
the arrow directed to its target by the archer, or of the 
stone tending to fall to the ground.® Sensitive nature, 
on the contrary, being nearer to God, contains in itself 
something that inclines it, namely, the desirable 
object which it apprehends. The inclination itself is, 
however, not in the power of the animal subject to 
the inclination, but the inclination is determined 
by the object. In the previous instance the object 
of the inclination is exterior and the inclination deter- 
mined; in this case, the object is interior, though the 
inclination is still determined. Thus, animals before 
some pleasant object, cannot help desiring it, since 
they are not masters of their inclinations, and so we 
can say with St. John Damascene, that they do not 
act, but are being acted upon: non agunt sed magis 
aguntury. The reason of this inferiority is that the 
sensible appetite of the animal is bound up, like the 
sense itself, with a bodily organ; the likeness of this 
appetite to the dispositions of matter and to corporeal 
things results in a nature which is less capable of moving 
than of being moved. 

But rational nature, much closer to God than the 
others, cannot fail to possess an inclination of a 
superior order, distinct from the other two. Like all 
animate beings, it contains inclinations towards 
determinate objects, in so far, for instance, as it possesses 
the form of a natural body which, being heavy, tends 
downwards. Again, like the animals, it possesses an 
inclination moved and determined by the external 
objects which it apprehends. But it has in addition 
an inclination, not necessarily moved by the desirable 
objects it apprehends, an inclination, which may or 
may not incline as it pleases, and the movement of 
which, consequently, is not determined by anything 
except by the movement itself. This privilege belongs 
to it, inasmuch as it employs no bodily organ in its 
operation; by its immaterialness it is removed from 
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the nature of mobile things and approximates to the 
nature of a mover and agent. But no being can 
determine its own inclination towards an end, unless 
it previously knows the end and the relation of the 
means to it. This knowledge, however, belongs only 
to rational beings. This appetite, not necessarily 
determined from outside, is therefore closely linked 
with rational knowledge: hence the name given to it, 
is that of “rational appetite” or will. Accordingly the 
distinction between the will and sensuality arises in 
the first place from the fact that the one determines 
itself, whereas the other is determined in its inclination, 
—a distinction which presupposes two powers of 
different orders. And since this diversity in their 
mode of determination requires in its turn a difference 
in their modes of apprehending objects, it may be said, 
in the second place, that they differ like the degrees of 
knowledge which correspond to them.’ 

We shall examine each of these powers in itself, be- 
ginning first of all with the sensitive appetite or 
sensuality. A natural object, it was said, is deter- 
mined in its natural being; it can therefore only be 
what it is by nature; it possesses therefore but one 
inclination towards a determinate object, and this 
inclination does not require the power of distinguishing 
between what is desirable and what is not. It suffices 
that the author of nature has provided for this by 
imparting to each being its requisite inclination. 
Sensitive appetite, on the contrary, though it does not\ 
tend to what is universally desirable or good, which 
reason alone apprehends, tends at least to every object 
which is useful or pleasant toit. As the corresponding 
sense has for its object any particular sensible, so 
the sensitive appetite aims at any particular good.§ | 
All the same, we are dealing here with a faculty which 
considered in its own nature, is wholly appetitive, 
and in no way cognitive. Sensuality receives its 
name from the movement of sense, as sight is so called 
from seeing, and in general, as a power receives its 
name from its act. For, sense-movement, defined 


220 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS 


strictly and in itself, is nothing but the appetite con- 
sequent upon the apprehension of the sensible by sense. 
But this apprehension, in distinction to the action 
of the appetite, has not the character of a movement. 
The operation of a sense apprehending its object, is 
completed when the apprehended object has passed 
into the power apprehending it. The operation of the 
appetitive virtue, on the contrary, terminates as soon 
as the being endowed with the appetite, inclines to the 
desired object. The operation of the apprehending 
powers therefore resembles repose, while that of the 
appetitive powers resembles rather a movement. 
Sensuality therefore does not in any way pertain to 
the sphere of knowledge but solely to that of appetite.® 

Within the sensitive appetite, as a sort of generic 
power described by the term sersuality, two powers 
must be distinguished which constitute its species: 
the “irascible” and the “concupiscible.” For the 
sensitive appetite has this in common with natural 
appetite that both tend always towards an object 
conformable to the being desiring it. But it is easy 
to observe, within the natural appetite, a twofold 
tendency, corresponding to the two operations per- 
formed by the natural being. By the first of these 
operations a natural thing endeavours to secure 
whatever is needed to preserve its nature; thus a 
heavy body moves downwards, as to its natural 
position. In the second operation it displays a certain 
active quality directed to the destruction of every- 
thing that may be contrary to it. And it is necessary 
for corruptible beings to exercise an operation of this 
kind, for, unless they possessed the force to destroy 
whatever is inimical to them, they would immediately 
be destroyed themselves. Thus natural appetite 
tends towards two aims: to acquire whatever /is 
* conformable to its nature, and to win a sort of victory 

over each of its enemies. Now, the first operation is 
rather of a receptive kind; the second of a more 
active kind; and since acting depends on a principle 
different from that of receiving, different powers must 
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be assumed to underlie these different operations. 
The same applies to the sensitive appetite. By its 
appetitive power the animal tends to whatever is 
friendly to its own nature and helpful to its preserva- 
tion ; this is the function performed by the concupiscible 
powers, the proper object of which is everything that 
may be apprehended by the senses as agreeable. On 
the other hand, the animal evidently desires to obtain 
a victory and domination over everything opposed to 
it, and this function is performed by the irascible 
power, the object of which is not the agreeable, but on 
the contrary the hostile and difficult.1° 

The irascible is therefore obviously a power different 
from the concupiscible. For the ground of desira- 
bility is not the same for what is attractive as for 
what is hostile. Generally whatever is difficult or 
inimical cannot be overcome without the sacrifice 
of some pleasure or the danger of some suffering. 
The animal will forego even the most alluring pleasure 
in order to fight, and will not give up the struggle in 
spite of the pain caused by its wounds. The con- 
cupiscible tends to receive its object, for it desires 
only to be united with whatever delights it. The 
irascible, on the contrary, is directed to action, since’ 
it endeavours to destroy whatever threatens it with 
danger. Now, what has been said of the natural 
appetite is equally true of the sensible: receiving and 
acting pertain to different powers. This applies even 
to knowledge, since we were led to distinguish between 
the active and the passive intellect. We must there- 
fore recognise the irascible and the concupiscible as 
two distinct powers. But, the distinction does not 
prevent them from being in ordered relation to each 
other. The irascible is, in fact, ordered in reference 
to the concupiscible, of which it is the guardian and 
defender. It is essential for the animal to be able to 
overcome its enemies so that the concupiscible power 
may enjoy in peace the objects pleasing toit. In fact, 
animals fight always for the sake of securing some 
pleasure; they fight for the pleasure of love or of food. 
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The movements of the irascible consequently both 
originate and end in the concupiscible. Anger begins 
in sadness and ends in the joy of revenge which belongs 
to the sphere of the concupiscible; hope is born of 
desire and completed in joy. Thus the movement of 
sensuality always proceeds from the concupiscible to 
the concupiscible by passing though the irascible.™ 
Is it possible to observe a difference in the degree of 
perfection between these two powers, distinct, yet so 
closely allied? Can we assert the superiority of the 
irascible or of the concupiscible in the same way as we 
noted the superiority of the sensible appetite over the 
natural appetite? If we consider the sensitive power 
of the soul by itself, we observe in the first place that, 
both from the point of view of knowledge and from that 
of appetite, it contains certain faculties which belong 
to it by right, through the mere fact of its sensible 
nature, and others which it possesses, on the contrary, 
by a sort of participation in that higher power which is 
reason. Not as if the intellectual and the sensible 
intermingled at certain points; but the higher degrees 
of the sensible, border on the lower degrees of the 
rational, according to the principle formulated by 
Dionysius: divina sapientia conjungit fines primorum 
principiis secundorum.% Thus, imagination belongs 
to the sensitive soul as perfectly conforming to the 
proper degree of its perfection, for what perceives 
sensible forms is also naturally capable of preserving 
them. The case is perhaps different with the estima- 
tive faculty. We must bear in mind the functions 
which we assigned to that power of the sensible order: 
it apprehends species which the senses are incapable of 
receiving, since it perceives objects as useful or harmful, 
and beings as friends or enemies. The judgments 
thus passed upon things by the sensitive soul, impart 
to the animal a sort of natural prudence, the results 
of which are analogous to those obtained by reason 
in very different ways. Now, it seems that the 
irascible is superior to the concupiscible, in the same 
manner as the estimative power is superior to the 
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imagination. When the animal tends, by virtue 
of its concupiscible appetite, to the object yielding 
it pleasure, it acts simply in a way which is perfectly 
proportionate to the proper nature of the sensitive 
soul. But the fact that the animal under the stress 
of its irascible appetite, comes to forget its pleasures 
in order to desire a victory, unattainable except by 
pain, is the result of an appetitive power extremely 
close to an order superior to the sensible. Just as the 
estimative power obtains results analogous to those of 
the intellect, so the irascible obtains results analogous 
to those of the will, We can therefore place the 
irascible above the concupiscible, even though its end 
is to safeguard the act of the latter; we must see in it 
the noblest instrument with which nature has en- 
dowed the animal to maintain its existence and to 
ensure its own preservation.¥ 

This conclusion, inevitable in regard to the animal, 
applies no less to man, endowed with will and reason. 
The powers of the sensitive appetite are exactly of 
the same nature in man and in the animal. The 
movements carried out are the same; they differ only 
in their origin. Considering the sensitive appetite, such 
as it is in animals, we note that it is moved and deter- 
mined by the judgments of their estimative power; 
thus the sheep fears the wolf because it judges him 
naturally to be dangerous. But we have seen abovel 
that the estimative faculty is replaced in man by a 
cogitative faculty which collates the images of par- 
ticular objects. The movements of our sensitive 
appetite are, consequently, determined by our cogita- 
tive power. And, since in the case of man, this 
particular sensible reason is moved and directed by 
universal reason, we may legitimately assert that our 
appetites are placed under the direction of our reason. 
Nothing is, moreover, easier than to convince our- 
selves of this fact. Our syllogistic arguments start 
from universal premisses to conclude in particular 
propositions. When a sensible object is perceived 
by us as being good or bad, useful or harmful, we may 
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say that the perception of this “usefulness” or “harm- 
fulness” in the particular instance is conditioned by 
our intellectual knowledge of usefulness and harmful- 
ness in general. Such and such an object may be 
made to appear as pleasing or dangerous, agreeable or 
painful by our reason acting on the imagination 
through the appropriate syllogisms. By reasoning 
we are able to soothe our anger or to allay our fear. 
Lastly, the sensitive appetite cannot execute any 
movement in man with the help of the moving power 
of the soul, unless it has previously obtained the 
consent of the will. In animals the irascible or 
concupiscible appetites determine certain movements 
directly: the sheep fears the wolf and immediately 
takes to flight. In this case no superior appetite is 
able to inhibit such movements of sensible origin. 
But it is not the same in man; his movements are not 
released inevitably by the inclination of his appetites, 
but on the contrary always await the superior orders of 
his will. In all ordered motive forces, the inferior 
forces act by virtue of the superior; the sensitive 
appetite which is of an inferior order, would be unable 
to determine any movement without the consent of 
the superior appetite. In the same way as in the 
celestial spheres the lower spheres are moved by the 
higher, so the appetite is moved by the will. 


We are here on the threshold of voluntary activity 


and of free-will, properly speaking. To cross it, we 
need merely attribute to the appetite an object, 
corresponding under the aspect of universality to that 


~of rational knowledge. What confers on the will its 


proper degree of perfection is the fact that its first 
and main object is the desirable and good as such; 
particular beings can become the objects of will only 


, to the extent of their participating in the universal 


reason of good.!?_ Let us examine in detail the relations 
between the appetite and this new object. 

_ Itis a fact worth noting that every appetitive power 
is determined necessarily by its proper object. In the 
animal, as being devoid of reason, the appetite is 
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inevitably drawn towards an object apprehended by 
the senses as desirable; seeing the desirable the animal 
is unable not to desire it. The same applies to the will. 
Its proper object is the general good, and to desire it, 
is for the will an absolute natural necessity. This 
necessity results directly from the definition of the 
will. For the necessary is that which cannot not be. 
When this necessity is imposed on a being by virtue 
of one of its essential principles, whether material 
or formal, it may be said that this necessity is natural 
and absolute. It is in this sense that we say of any 
compound, combining contrary elements, that it must 
necessarily decay, or of a triangle that its angles are 
necessarily equal to two right angles. In the same 
way again, the intellect must necessarily, by definition, 
conform to the first principles of knowledge. Lastly, 
in the same way, the will must necessarily conform to 
the good in general, i.e. to the ultimate goal, which is 
beatitude. Such a necessity is not only not repug- 
nant to the will, but it is the formal constitutive 
principle ofits essence. In the same manner, therefore, 
as the intellection of principles underlies all our 
speculative knowledge, so the conformity of the will 
to the last end underlies all the operations of our will. 
Nor can it be otherwise. Whatever a being possesses 
by reason of the needs of its own nature and as an un- 
alterable possession, is necessarily the foundation and 
principle of ali the rest, of its properties no less than of 
its actions. For the nature of everything and the 
origin of every movement are always to be found in 
an unalterable principle® Hence the conclusion: 
the will wills necessarily good in general; this necessity 
means nothing else but that the will cannot not 
be itself, and this unalterable conformity to the good 
as such, constitutes the first principle of all its opera- 
tions. 

Does it follow from the fact that the will cannot not, 
will good in general (bonum secundum communem 
boni vationem}), that it wills necessarily all that it 
wills? Evidently not. Let us go back to the parallel 
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between appetite and knowledge. The will, as was 
said, conforms naturally and necessarily to the ulti- 
mate end which is the Supreme Good, as the in- 
tellect conforms naturally and necessarily to the first 
principles. Now, there are propositions which are in- 
telligible to human reason, but are not linked to these 
principles by a necessary connexion. Such are 
“contingent” propositions, i.e. all those which it is 
possible to deny, without contradicting the first 
principles of knowledge. The unalterable conformity 
of the intellect to these principles does not therefore 
oblige it to accept such propositions. But there are, 
on the contrary, propositions called “necessary,” 
because they follow necessarily from the first principles 
whence they may be deduced by demonstrative 
reasoning. To deny these propositions would amount 
to denying the principles from which they follow. As 
soon therefore as the intellect apprehends the necessary 
connexion linking these conclusions with their prin- 
ciples, it must necessarily accept the conclusions, as it 
accepts the principles from which they are deduced; 
but its assent is only necessary when a demonstration 
has brought home to it the necessity of this connexion. 
It is the same with the will. A very large number of 
particular goods are such that it is perfectly possible 
to be happy without possessing them; they are, there- 
fore, not bound up with beatitude by a necessary 
connexion and the will is consequently not obliged 
by natural necessity to will them. 

If we consider, on the contrary, such goods as are 
related to beatitude by a necessary connexion, we find 
among them evidently all the goods by which man is 
attached to God, in whom alone true beatitude consists; 
the human will cannot therefore not adhere to them. 
But it is here a question of a necessity of right, not of 
fact. In the same way as conclusions impose them- 
selves necessarily only upon those who see them as 
implications of the principles, so man would inde- 
fectably adhere to God, and to whatever is of God, 
if he had a clear view of the Divine essence and of the 
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necessary connexion of the particular goods with Him. 
This is the case of the Blessed who are confirmed in 
grace; their will necessarily adheres to God because 
they see His essence. In this life, on the contrary, 
the vision of the Divine essence is refused us; our 
will, consequently, necessarily wills beatitude, but 
nothing more. We fail to see with compelling evidence 
that God is the Supreme Good and the only beatitude, 
nor do we perceive with convincing certainty the link 
of a necessary connexion between God and what is 
truly of God. Thus the will not only does not will! 
necessarily whatever it wills, but it does not will 
necessarily even the Supreme Good; and, since its 
imperfection is such that it finds never any but par- 
ticular goods, it may even be said that—with the ex- 
ception of good in general—it is never obliged to will 
what it wills.2° This truth will be yet more obvious 
when we have determined the relation between the 
intellect and the will within the human soul. 

It is not without relevance to our understanding of 
what free-will is, to consider whether one of these two 
powers (viz. the intellect and the will) is nobler and of 
superior dignity than the other. Now, intellect and 
will can be considered either in their very essence, or 
as particular powers of the soul, performing definite 
acts. Essentially the intellect has the function of 
apprehending being and truth in their universality; 
the will is by essence the appetite for the good in 
general. Compared from this point of view, the 
intellect appears as nobler and more eminent than the 
will, because the object of the will is comprised and 
included in that of the intellect. The will tends to the 
good, inasmuch as it is desirable; but the good pre- 
supposes being; for there is no desirable good except 
where there is a being which is good and desirable. 
But being is the proper object of the intellect; the 
essence of the good desired by the will is the same as 
that which the intellect apprehends; so that, if we 
compare the objects of the two powers, that of the 
intellect appears as absolute, that of the will as relative. 
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‘And, since the order of the powers of the soul follows 


the order of their objects, we must conclude that, 
taken in itself and absolutely, the intellect is the more 
eminent and nobler of the two.” 

We shall reach the same conclusion if we compare 
the intellect in relation to its universal object, with 
the will as a particular and determinate power of the 
soul. Being and universal truth, the objects of the 
intellect, contain in effect the will, its act and even its 


object, as so many particular beings and truths. In 


respect of the intellect, the will, its act and its object 
are matters for intellection, exactly like stone, wood 
and all the beings and all the truths which the 
intellect apprehends. But, if we consider the will 
according to the universality of its object which is 
the good, and consider the intellect, on the contrary, 
as a special power of the soul, the previous order of 
perfection is reversed. Every individual intellect, 
every intellectual knowledge and every object of 
knowledge constitute particular goods, and are ordered 
as such under the universal good which is the proper 
object of the will. Viewed in this aspect, the will 
presents itself as superior to the intellect and as capable 
of setting it in motion. 

Understanding and will, consequently, mutually 
include one another and by that very fact they mu- 
tually set each other in motion. One thing may set 
another in motion, because it is the end of that other. 
In this sense, the end moves him who realises it, since 
he acts with the view to its realisation. The intellect 
therefore moves the will, since the good, apprehended 
by the intellect, is the object of the will and sets the 
will in motion as its end. But it can also be said that 
one being moves another when it acts upon the latter 
and modifies the state in which it is; thus whatever 
changes another thing moves what is changed, and 
the mover sets in motion the moved. In this sense, 
the intellect can be said to be moved by the will. In 
all active powers that are reciprocally ordered, the 
power concerned with a universal end, moves the 
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powers aiming at particular ends. This can easily 
be observed both in the natural state and the social 
order. The heavens whose action has as its end the 
preservation of the inferior bodies which come to be 
and pass away, move all these inferior bodies, which 
act only with the view to preserving their species and 
their own individuality. In the same manner, a 
king whose action is directed to the general good of the 
whole kingdom, moves by his commands those who 
preside over the government of each town. Now, the 
object of the will is the good and end in general; 
the other powers of the soul are ordered simply in view 
of particular goods, like the visual organ whose end is 
the perceptior of colours, and the intellect whose 
end is the knowledge of truth. The will, conse- 
quently, sets in motion and action both the intellect 
and all the other powers of the soul, except the natural 
functions of the vegetative life which are not subject to 
the decisions of our free-will.” 

It is now easy to understand our free-will and the 
conditions under which it performs its functions. In 
the first place, it may be taken as evident that man is 
free. Some philosophers, however, contend that the 
freedom of man amounts merely to an absence of 
constraint. This is, indeed, a necessary, but by no 
means sufficient condition of our freedom. For it is 
obvious that the will can never be constrained. Con- 
straint means violence, and the violent is, by definition, 
whatever runs counter to the natural inclination of a 
thing. The natural and the violent are mutually ex- 
clusive, and it is inconceivable for a thing to possess 
simultaneously both these characters. But the act of 
the will is nothing but the inclination of the will to its 
object; if constraint or violence entered into the will, 
they would, therefore, immediately destroy it. Con- 
sequently, in the same way as natural action is 
according to the inclination of a nature, so volun- 
tary action is according to the inclination of the 
will; and just as it is impossible for a thing to be both 
violent and natural, so it is impossible for a power of 
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the soul to be both constrained (i.e. subject to violence) 
and voluntary.?8 

But we have seen that this is not all, and that the 
will, free by definition from all constraint, is equally 
free from necessity. To deny this truth, is tanta- 
mount to suppressing in human actions everything 
which confers on them an either blameworthy or 
meritorious character. For it is clear that we cannot 
deserve praise or blame in the performance of actions 
which it is not in our power to avoid. But, a doctrine 
which leads to the suppression of merit and, con- 
sequently, of all morality, must be considered as 
un-philosophical: extranea philosophiae. For if there is 
nothing free in us, and if we are necessarily determined 
to will, then reflexion and exhortations, precepts and 
punishments, praise and blame, in short all the objects 
of moral philosophy vanish at once and lose all meaning. 
Such a doctrine is, as we said, un-philosophical, as are 
all the opinions which destroy the principles of any 
part of philosophy, such for instance as the proposition: 
nothing 1s in motion, because this would make any 
natural philosophy impossible.“* But the denial of 
our free-will, unless it is explained by the incapacity 
of some persons to master their own passions, rests 
on nothing but sophistry, and especially on ignorance 
of the movements performed by the powers of the 
human soul and of the relations between them and their 
object. 

The movement of every power of the soul can, 
indeed, be considered from two points of view: that 
of the subject and that of the object. Sight, con- 
sidered in itself, may be moved to see more or less 
clearly according as some change occurs in the dis- 
position of the visual organ. Here the movement 
occurs in the subject. But it may also be found in 
the object, as it happens when the eye perceives a 
white body which is then replaced by a black one. 
The former kind of modification concerns the exercise 
itself of the action; it causes the act to be or 
not to be better or less well performed. The latter 
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change affects the specification of the act, for the 
quality of the act is determined by the nature of its 
object. In considering the exercise of the movement of 
the will under these two aspects, we note in the first 
place that the will is not subject to any necessary 
determination as regards the performance itself of the 
act. 

We have shown earlier that the will moves all 
the powers of the soul; therefore it moves itself as it 
moves all the rest. It will perhaps be objected that 
it is thus both in potency and in act at the same time 
and under the same aspect; but this difficulty is merely 
apparent. Let us consider, for instance, the intellect 
of a man searching for a truth; he moves towards 
knowledge, for he passes from what he knows actually 
to what he is as yet ignorant of and knows only poten- 
tially. So jwhen a man wills something actually, 
he moves himself also to will something else which 
he wills only potentially, or strictly speaking some- 
thing which he does not yet will. Thus, if a man 
desires health, this will to recover his health moves 
him to take the requisite medicine. Fords soon as he 
wills his health, he begins to consider the means to 
acquire it and the result of this deliberation is that he 
wills to take the medicine. What happens in such a 
case? The deliberation precedes the will to take 
the remedy; but the deliberation itself presupposes the 
will of the man who has willed to deliberate. And 
since the will has not always willed to deliberate, it 
must have been moved by something. If it*Has been 
moved by itself, we must necessarily assume an earlier 
deliberation, resulting in its turn from an act of the 
will. And as it is impossible in this way to regress 
ad infinitum, it cannot but be admitted that the first 
movement Of the human will must be explained by 
the action of some external cause which caused the will 
to begin to will. What cause could this be? The 
first mover of the intellect and of the will must be, 
one would think, beyond both the will and the intellect. 
It must therefore be God Himself.’ But this conclusion 
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introduces no necessity into our voluntary acts of 
will. God is indeed the first mover of all movable 
things, but He moves each according to its nature. 
He who moves the light body upwards and the heavy 
body downwards, moves also the will according to its 
own nature; He imparts to it therefore no compulsory 
movement, but, on the contrary, a naturally in- 
determinate movement which can direct itself towards 
different objects. If we therefore consider the will 
in itself, as the source of the acts it performs, we find 
nothing but a succession of deliberations and decisions, 
each decision presupposing a previous deliberation 
and each deliberation in its turn presupposing a 
decision. If we go back to the first origin of this 
movement, we find God who imparts it to the will, 
but imparts it only as an indeterminate movement. 
From the point of view, therefore, of the subject and 
of the exercise of the action, there is no necessary 
determination within the will. 

Let us now consider the aspect of the specification 
of the act, which is the aspect of the object. Here 
again we do not find any necessity. For| what is the 
object capable of moving the will? The good ap- 
prehended by the intellect as suitable: bonum con- 
ventens apprehensum. If, therefore, a good is offered 
to the intellect, but the intellect, though seeing in it 
a good, yet fails to consider it as suitable, this good 
will not suffice to move the will. On the other hand, 
deliberations and decisions influence our acts, and our 
acts are individual and particular things. It is 
therefore not Sufficient for an object to be good in 
itself and suitable in a general way, in order to move 
our will; it is further required that we should apprehend 
it as good and suitable in such and such a particular 
case, taking, all the particular circumstances which 
we can discover, into account. Now, there is but one 
object that presents itself as good and suitable under 
all aspects: that is beatitude. Boéthius defines it as: 
status omnium bonorum congregatione perfectus > it is 
therefore evident that this object moves our will of 
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necessity. But, we must be careful to observe that this 
“necessity itself affects only the determination of the 
act; it is therefore strictly limited to this, namely that 
the will cannot will the contrary of beatitude. This 
reservation might be differently expressed by saying: 
if the will performs its action, while the intellect 
thinks of the beatitude, the action will be necessarily 
determined by this object; the will would not wish 
for any other. But the exercise itself of the act remains 
free. If we cannot not will beatitude while thinking 
of it, we can yet will not to think of the beatitude; the 
will remains mistress of its act and can use it as it likes 
with regard to any object: libertas ad actum inest 
voluntatt in quodlibet statu naturae respectu cujuslibet 
objects.*6 

Let us assume, on the other hand, that the good 
effered to the will is not a good according to all the 
. particular circumstances giving it its character. In 
such a case, not only does the will remain free to 
perform its action or not, but even the determination 
itself of the act will not include any necessity. In 
other words, the will could, as always, will not to 
think about this object; and further we could also 
will a different object, even while thinking of this one. 
It is sufficient for the new object to appear as good 
under some aspect. What are the reasons leading the 
will to prefer certain objects from among all the 
particular goods offered to it? We can adduce three 
main reasons. In the first place, one object may 
exceed the others in excellence; in choosing it, the 
will moves therefore in conformity with reason. 
Again, as the result of internal dispositions or some ~ 
external circumstance, the intellect may fasten upon 
some particular character of a good and not upon some 
other; the will conforms then to this thought, which is 
of. quite accidental origin. Lastly, account must be 
taken of the disposition of man as a whole. The will of 
a man in a state of irritation will not come to’a decision 
like the will of a man in a calm state of mind, for the 
object that suits the one will not suit the other. As 
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the man is, so is his aim. A healthy person does not 
“take his food like a sick one. But the disposition 
leading the will to consider one thing as good or 
suitable rather than another, may have a twofold 
origin. If it is a question of a natural disposition 
outside the range of the will, there is a natural necessity 
for the will to conform to it. Thus all men desire 
naturally to be, to live and to know. If, on the contrary, 
it is a question of a disposition which does not naturally 
pertain to man, but is on the contrary dependent on 
his will, the individual is not necessarily constrained 
to conform to it. Supposing, for example, that a 
passion causes us to consider some particular object 
as good or bad, our will is capable of reacting against 
this passion, and thereby of transforming the judg- 
ment which we pass on the object. We may soothe 
our anger in order not to be blinded by it in framing 
our judgment on some matter. If the disposition in 
question is a habit, it will be more difficult to free 
ourselves from it, for it is less easy to cast off a habit 
than to restrain a passion. It is, however, not im- 
possible, and there again the choice of our will remains 
exempt from all necessity.?? 

Let us summarise the preceding conclusions: To 
suppose that the will can be constrained is a con- 
tradiction in terms and an absurdity; it is conse- 
quently entirely free from constraint. Is the will free 
from necessity? On this point we must make dis- 
tinctions. As far as the exercise of the act is con- 
cerned, the will is always free from necessity; we are 
even able not to will the Supreme Good, because we are 
able not to think it. As far as the determination of 
the act is concerned, we are able not to will the Supreme 
Good or the objects of our natural dispositions, even 
while we think of them; we can also freely choose 
between all particular goods, including those which 
acquired dispositions on our part make us think to be 
such, without any of them being able to determine 
the movement of our will. Expressed still more 
shortly: the will is always free to will or not to will 
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any object; it is always free, when it wills, to determine - 
itself to such and such particular objects. From this 
point onwards the constitutive elements of the human 
act begin to appear in outline; the task remains to 
determine more accurately their relations by examining 
the operations by which man tends towards beatitude 
which constitutes his Supreme Good and ultimate goal. 
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Chapter XIII. 


THE HUMAN ACT 


THE creative act is usually thought to have had no 
other effect but that of producing all being from non- 
being. But this is an incomplete and one-sided view 
of creation. Its efficacy is not exhausted by the 
bringing forth from God of all beings. At the same 
time as created things receive the impulse which 
places them in a state of being, relatively inde- 
pendent and external to that of the Creator, they 
receive a second impulse leading them back to their 
starting-point and impelling them to re-ascend as far 
as possible to their first source. We have so far 
considered the order in which intelligent creatures 
issue forth from God, and have defined the operations 
characteristic of them; the task remains to determine 
the goal to which these operations tend and in view 
of which they are disposed.t 

In reality, this problem presents itself in all its 
difficulty in reference to man and to him alone. The 
fate of the angels was definitely fixed from the first 
moment following on their creation; not as if they had 
been created in a state of bliss ;2 but, once created, as is 
probable, in a state of grace, those among them who 
so willed, turned to God by a single act of love securing 
to them at once eternal happiness,? while conversely 
the bad angels by a single act of their free-will turned 
for ever away from Him.* Again, as far as the 
creatures, inferior to man, are concerned, i.e. those 
devoid of intellectual knowledge, the solution of the 
question is equally simple; without either intelligence 
or will, they can attain to their ultimate goal—which 
is God—inasmuch as they participate in some_re- 
semblance to their Creator. Endowed with being, 
life and sensible knowledge, they are in various degrees 
as many images of God who has created them, and 
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the possession of this likeness amounts for them to the 
attainment of their final end. The truth of this 
conclusion is evident. For it is clear that the end 
always corresponds to the beginning. If, therefore, 
we know the beginning of all things, we cannot possibly 
be in ignorance of their end. Now, we have shown 
earlier that the first beginning of all things is a Creator 
transcending the universe He has created. The end 
of all things must therefore be a good, since a good 
alone can act as end, and moreover a good external 
to the universe; this end is accordingly none other than 
God. The question remains how creatures, devoid of 
intelligence, can have an end which is external to 
themselves. In the case of an intelligent being the 
end of his operaticn is what he proposes to do, or the 
aim he has in view; but in the case of a being without 
intellect, the only manner of having an end, is either to 
possess it in effect without knowing it, or to represent 
it. In this sense “Hercules” may be said to be the 
end of a statue intended to represent him. In the 
same sense the Supreme Good external to the universe 
can be said to be the end of all things, insofar as it is 
possessed or represented by them, because all created 
things tend to a participation in it and to represent 
it as far as in them lies.® 

But this does not apply to man endowed with free- 
will, i.e. with intelligence and will. The inclination 
imparted to him by God at creation is not natural; 
it is an inclination of the will, and it follows therefrom 
that this creature, the image of God, like all the others 
and a more perfect image than many of them, is 
master of the choice of his acts. We must conse- 
quently enquire what his ultimate goal is and by 
what means he may be able to attain to it. 


A. THE STRUCTURE OF THE HUMAN ACT 


It has been established earlier that man is a being 
endowed with will, as is inevitable in an agent at 
once rational and free. The source of this freedom 
is also known; it is the result of the discrepancy which 
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is bound to occur in this life between our will and its 
objects. By its essence the will tends towards the 
universal good; but in reality it is constantly con- 
fronted with particular goods. These particular goods 
which are unable to satisfy its desire, do not therefore 
constitute for it compelling ends, with the result that 
the will remains completely free in respect of them. 
Si proponatur aliquod objectum voluntati quod sit 
universaliter bonum et secundum omnem considera- 
tionem, ex necessitate voluntas in illud tendit, si aliquid 
velit: non enim poterit velle oppositum. St autem 
proponatur sibt aliquod objectum quod non secundum 
quamlibet considerationem sit bonum, non ex necessitate 
voluntas fertur in illud.?’ But, though we are now in 
possession of the general principle which governs the 
whole of our rational activity, we have still to show 
its mechanism and to examine how it works in practice. 

Let us take as our starting-point the conclusion 
which we just recalled to mind. It cannot be grasped 
unless we assume, on the one hand, the will and, on 
the other, an object to which it tends. This move- 
ment of the will which sets itself in motion and imparts 
motion to all the other powers of the soul in the 
direction of its object, is called “intention.” It is 
further of importance to state precisely, at this starting- 
point of human activity, the respective parts played 
by the intellect and by the will. They act one on the 
other, but in different relations. For, consider the 
objects of these two powers: that of the intellect is 
none other than being and universal truth. But 
being and universal truth constitute the first formal 
principle which it is possible to indicate, and the formal 
principle of an act is also what assigns it to a definite 
species. For instance, the act of heating is such 
only by reason of its formal principle being heat. 
Now, the intellect moves the will by presenting to it its 
object, namely being and universal truth, and thereby 
it assigns to the act of will its proper species, in dis- 
tinction to the acts performed by the sensitive or 
merely natural powers. There is therefore here a real 
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and effective movement imparted by the intellect to 
the will. But, conversely, the will moves the intellect 
in the sense that it may, in certain cases, effectively 
communicate movement to it. For, if we compare all 
our active faculties among each other, we find that the 
one which tends to an universal end appears as neces- 
sarily directing those which tend to merely particular 
ends: for everything that acts, acts in view of an end, 
and the art, whose proper object is a certain end, 
directs and moves those arts which merely furnish 
the means to that end. Now, the object of the will is 
precisely the good, i.e. the general end. Therefore, 
since every power of the soul tends to its own particular 
end, as sight to the perception of colours or the intellect 
to the knowledge of the true, the will whose object is 
the good in general, must be able to make use of all 
the powers of the soul and in particular of the intellect, 
because it follows the intellect.® 

Thus the will moves all the faculties to their ends, 
and to it belongs especially that first act, the “inten- 
tion”: in aliquid tendere. In making the act of in- 
tention, the will turns to its end as to the completion 
of its movement; and since, in willing the end, it 
necessarily also wills the means, it follows that the 
intention of the end and the willing of the means 
constitute one and the same act. The reason of this is 
easy to understand. The means is to the end as the 
intermediate stage is to the completion. In natural 
beings, the same movement passes through the inter- 
mediate stage and reaches its termination; the same 
applies also to the movements of the will. To-will- 
a-remedy-with-the-view-to-health is to accomplish a 
single act of the will. The means is willed only 
because of the end; the willing of the means is therefore 
identical with the intention of the end.® 

The proper object of the intention is thus the end 
willed in itself and for itself; the intention is therefore a 
simple act and, so to say, an indivisible movement of 
our will. But the action of the will becomes extremely 
complex as soon as we pass from the intention of the 
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end to the choice of means. The will tends in a single 
act both to the end and the means, once it has exercised 
its option for such and such determinate means ; but the 
option in favour of such and such means does not 
properly belong to the voluntary act of the intention. 


This option is the result of choice, preceded in its turn 


by deliberation and judgment. 


Human actions are always concerned with the 


particular and the contingent; but, in passing from the 
universal to the particular, we pass from what is 
unchangeable and certain to what is uncertain and 
variable. This—it may be said incidentally—is the 
reason why our knowledge of what should be done, is 
so fatally beset with uncertainty. Now, reason never 
ventures upon a judgment in doubtful and uncertain 
questions without first submitting it to deliberation; 
this deliberation has been called “consilium.” It 
has just been observed that the object of this delibera- 
tion is not the end as such. The intention of the end, 
being the very principle whence the action started, 
cannot be called in question. If the end should come 
to be the object of deliberation, it could not be qud end, 
but merely in so far as it may be considered in its turn 
as the means to a further end. Whatever acts as end 
in a deliberation, is therefore capable of acting as 
means to another and may as such become the burden 
of discussion.1? In any case, the deliberation must 
terminate in a judgment, for, without it, it would 
continue indefinitely and we should never come to a 
decision. Limited as it is by its initial term, viz. the 
simple intention of the end, it is equally limited by its 
final term, viz. the first action which we deem needful. 
Thus the deliberation may end by a judgment of 
practical reason, and the whole of this process of 
voluntary movement takes place in the intellect alone, 
without the intervention of the will for any other 
purpose than to set it in movement and, in a sense, 
to release the process, 

Supposing now that the will has to deal with results 
obtained by such deliberation: since practical reason 
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is a matter of particular and contingent action, it 
generally ends in two or more judgments each of which 
offers us a line of action appearing as good under some 
aspect. The consideration on the part of the intellect 
of several actions presented to the will as possible, 
has its counter-part in the will in the shape of a move- 
ment of approval of whatever good is contained in each 
of these actions. By approving of and fastening upon 
it, the will has a sort of experience of the object on 
which it dwells: quasi experientiam quamdam sumens 
de re cui inhaeret,“ and, in doing so, it adds its consent. 
The act by which the will applies itself and adheres to 
the result of the deliberation we shall therefore call 
“consensus.” 

But the deliberation cannot end in this consent. 
Since it leads to several judgments, arousing in the will 
several consents, the will must still, by an act of 
decision, choose one of these consents by preference 
over the others. Deliberation leads us to observe 
that several means can bring about the end we have 
in view; each of these means pleases us, and in so far 
as it does so, we give it our adherence; but we select 
one out of these several means, and this selection 
belongs by right to the act of choice (electio). It may, 
however, happen that only a single means is offered 
by reason and that, in consequence, only one means 
pleases us. In such a case, choice may be said to 
coincide with consent.4 

What is this choice? It is an act, part of which 
pertains to the reason or intellect, while another pari 
pertains to the will. Hence it has been called by 
Aristotle: appetitivus intellectus, vel appetitus intel- 
lectivus.% In its fullest sense, it is, in fact, simply the 
complete act by which the will determines itself, com- 
prising at the same time the deliberation of reason and 
the decision ‘of the will. Reason and understanding 
are required for the purpose of deliberation, in the 
manner explained, and for a judgment on the means 
which seem preferable, the will is required to bring 
about the consent given to these means, and the 
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option in favour of one of them. But it is still to be 
determined whether, taken in its proper essence, the 
act finally concluding the deliberation pertains to the 
understanding or to the will. To reach a decision 
on this point, it must be remarked that the substance 
of an act depends both on its matter and on its form. 
Now, among the acts of the soul, an act which, in its 
matter, pertains to a certain power, may yet have its 
form and, consequently, its specific quality from a 
power of a superior order; for the inferior is always 
ordered with reference to the superior. If, for ex- 
ample, a man performs a. feat of physical strength 
out of his love of God, this feat is indeed, in its very 
matter, an act of physical strength, but in its form an 
act of love, and therefore substantially an act of love. 
Applying this argument to the act of choice: the under- 
standing furnishes in some sort the matter of the act 
by offering its judgments to the acceptance of the will; 
but, to give the very form of choice to the act, a 
movement of the soul is needed towards the good which 
it elects. Choice constitutes therefore, in its very 
substance, an act of will. 

Such is the structure of the human act in general 
outline. In,that act we see the intellect and the will 
interacting upon each other; yet it would be a mistake 
to confuse them in the unity of the same act. They 
perpetually intercross but never mix. This can easily 
be observed by distinguishing spontaneous acts from 
acts commanded. Every act of will is either spon- 
taneous, as the act by which the will tends to its end 
as such, or commanded, as happens when reason 
intimates its order: “Do this!”” It is clear, moreover, 
that nothing is more in our own power than acts of the 
will and that we can, consequently, always intimate to 
ourselves such an order.% What happens in such a 
case? Reason may simply say: “This is what has to 
be done”; and evidently, reason alone intervenes in 
such an instance. But it may also happen that it 
orders: “Do this,’ and thus moves the will to will it; 
the intimation of the order here belongs to the intellect, 
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and the moving force of the order belongs to the will.1¢ 
Let us, on the other hand, consider the operations of 
reason implied in an human act. If it is a question of 
the exercise itself of a rational act, this can always be 
the object of an imperative, as, for instance, the order 
by which we tell someone to pay attention or to appeal 
to his reason. For if the possible object of such an 
act is in question, we must be careful to distinguish 
two cases: on the one hand, the intellect may simply 
apprehend a certain truth concerning any question; 
this depends solely on our natural intelligence and in 
no way on our will. It is not a matter of our free-will 
to see or not to see a truth at the moment of our dis- 
covering it. But the intellect may also give its assent 
to what it apprehends.!” If then what is apprehended, 
belongs to the class of propositions to which the 
intellect must, by its very nature, give its assent—for 
instance, the class of first principles—it is not in our 
power to give or to withhold our assent. If, on the 
contrary, the propositions apprehended do not con- 
vince our intellect, to the extent that it can still either 
not affirm them, or deny them, or suspend at least its 
refusal or acceptance, it is evident that in such a case 
both assent and denial remain in our power and fall 
into the domain of our will1® But in every case, it is 
the understanding alone that apprehends the truths, 
accepts or declines them and issues orders, whereas 
the movement received or transmitted by the intellect, 
comes always from the will. Every movement, 
therefore, remains voluntary, even when it seems to 
issue from the intellect; all knowledge remains in- 
tellectual, even when it originates in a movement of the 
will. ; 

B. Hasits 


We have just defined the human acts in themselves 
and, as it were, in the abstract, but it is not in the 
abstract that they present themselves. They are 
performed by individual concrete human beings; 
and these human beings are not pure substances; 
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they have also their accidents. Each acting subject, 
instead of being a schematic agent constituted theo- 
retically by an intellect and a will, is further influenced 
in his actions by certain ways of acting peculiar to him, 
by permanent dispositions affecting him, the principles 
of which are his habits and virtues. We must consider 
first the nature of habits. 

Man, as we know, is a discursive being, and his life 
must have a certain duration to enable him to attain 
to his end. Now, this duration is not that of an in- 
organic body whose mode of being remains unaltered 
in the course of its existence; it is the duration of a 
living being. Each effort made by man to reach his 
goal, instead of lapsing again into nothingness, is 
registered in him and leaves its mark on him. The 
soul of man, as well as his body, has a history; it 
preserves its past to benefit by it and to utilise it in a 
perpetual present: and the most general form of this 
fixation of past experience is called “habit.” Habit, 
as conceived by St. Thomas, is in fact a quality, 
that is to say, not the very substance of man, but a 
definite disposition, added to and modifying it. The 
characteristic feature of habit and of this disposition 
as such among all the other species of quality, is 
that it is a disposition of the subject in reference to 
his own nature; or, in other words, the habit of a being 
determines the manner in which he realises his own 
definition. 

It is a consequence of this that no habit can be 
described without the use of the qualification of good 
or bad as part of the description; for what defines a 
thing is its form; but the form is not only the essence of 
it, but also its raison da étre: the form is at the same 
time the end of the thing. To explain how the habit 
of a being determines the manner of his realising his 
own definition, means therefore to explain how he 
realises his essence and how far he is from his proper 
goal. If his habit approximates him to the ideal type 
to which he tends, this habit is good; if, on the contrary, 
it removes him from the ideal type, it is bad; a habit 
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may consequently be defined in general as the dis- 
position according to which a subject is well or ill 
disposed,!® and if habits are qualities and accidents, 
they must be those nearest to the nature of the subject, 
or those that come nearest to being part of his essence 
and constituent elements of his definition.2® 

What are the conditions required for the develop- 
ment of ahabit? The first condition which at bottom 
implies all the others, is the existence of a subject 
in potency in respect of several different determinations, 
so that several different principles are able to combine 
in producing one of these determinations.» This 
means that God, for instance, being wholly act, 
could not be the subject of any habit; it means further 
that the celestial bodies, the matter of which is 
entirely and definitely fixed by their form, leave 
equally no room for that absence of determination 
necessary for the development of an habit; it means 
lastly that the qualities of elementary bodies, as 
necessarily and inseparably tied to these elements, 
also offer no occasion for it. In fact, the true subject 
of an habit is a soul like the human soul, for it admits 
of an element of receptivity and potency, and as it is 
the principle of a number of operations, thanks to the 
number of faculties possessed by it, it meets all the 
conditions required for the development of habit.” 
But it is possible to indicate with more detail the soil 
on which it grows within the human soul itself: for it 
cannot reside in the sensitive powers of the soul, 
because, in themselves and independently of reason, 
they appear determined to their action by a sort 
of natural instinct and as lacking in that indeter- 
mination which is needed for the growth of habit. 
There remains therefore only the intellect in which 
it can be placed. That multiplicity of indeterminate 
powers, capable of combining and organising them- 
selves into the most diverse schemes, is to be found 
in the intellect alone. And lastly since potency is 
the decisive factor in the formation of habit, we 
may complete our determination by assigning to it 
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that part of the intellect which is called the possible 
intellect. It goes without saying that the will as 
a faculty of the rational soul and as based in its 
free indetermination on the universality of reason 
itself, is capable on that very ground of becoming 
also the subject of an habit. 

As a result we perceive both what the nature of 
habit is and the quite special position which it occupies 
in the anthropological conceptions of St. Thomas. 
While studying the faculties of the soul by themselves, 
we necessarily considered them from a static and 
inorganic point of view. The conception of habit, 
on the contrary, introduces into his thought a dynamic 
element of progress and organisation. In its deepest 
sense, habit, as St. Thomas understood it, appears 
as an exigency of life in the human intellect, and 
through the intellect in the whole human soul. We 
use the term “exigency” advisedly, for wherever the 
conditions required for the development of habit 
occur, its development is not merely possible, but 
necessary. At least it is so, if every nature is to 
possess all the instruments needed for the attainment 
of its goal. Now, whereas a natural form necessarily 
reaches its goal by reason of the very determination 
which ties it down to one single operation, the in- 
tellectual form with its universality and indeter- 
mination, would never attain to its end unless some 
complementary disposition inclined it towards it. 
It is precisely habit that constitutes this complementary 
nature, these superadded determinations which set 
up definite relations between the passive intellect and 
its objects or possible operations. This means that a 
given real intellect is inseparable in practice from the 
totality of its habits, whether they enrich or degrade 
.. the intellect. Habits represent so many instruments 
which the intellect has acquired and between which 
it is moreover always free to choose as master; but 
the intellect has acquired these habits, because it had 
necessarily to do so, to meet the conditions required by 
the very nature of its operations. 
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For, setting aside habits which are nothing but 
simple dispositions towards being, such as the habit 
of matter to receive a form, we note that the various 
kinds of habit are directed to certain operations, — 
either cognitive or voluntary. Some of them are_| 
in some way natural and as it were innate. Such 
is the intellection of first principles. Everything 
happens as if our intellect were born with a natural 
disposition to know them from our very first ex- 
perience of sensible things. Again, if we place our- 
selves at the point of view of the individual and not 
of the species, each of us might be said to carry in 
him at birth the beginnings of a cognitive habit. 
For our sensitive organs, the collaboration of which 
is indispensable to the act of cognition, predispose us 
to know more or less effectively. The same applies 
to the will, with this difference however, that it is not 
the habit itself which exists already in outline, but 
only certain constitutive principles of the habit, such 
as the principles of rectitude which are sometimes 
called “seeds of the virtues.” Per contra, certain 
kinds of habit of the will exist already in outline 
in the body, since there are men who according to their 
natural complexion and individual temperament are 
born with a predisposition to gentleness or chastity or 
some other habit of this kind. As a general rule, 
however, habit results much less from our natural 
dispositions than from our acts. Sometimes a single 
act suffices to break the passivity of the faculty in 
which the habit is developing; such is the case of a 
directly evident proposition sufficing to convince the 
intellect completely and to impose on it the acceptance 
of a certain conclusion for good and all. Sometimes, 
again—and this is much the most frequent case—a 
number of analogous and repeated acts is required to ~ 
set up an habit in a power of the soul. Forinstance, 
a probable opinion is not at once accepted, but it 
becomes an habitual belief when the active intellect 
has impressed it by a large number of acts on the 
possible intellect; and even then the possible intellect 
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must repeat the acts in reference to the inferior faculties, 
if this belief is, for example, to be deeply impressed 
on the memory. The active power therefore generally 
needs time to master completely the matter to which it 
is applied; as with fire which does not instantaneously 
consume all its inflammable material nor succeeds in 
setting it alight at once, but gradually deprives it of its 
opposing dispositions until it finally masters and 
assimilates it completely.4 Thus the repetition of acts 
more and more penetrating a matter with their form 
and a power of the soul with some new disposition, 
increases progressively that habit, just as the cessation 
of the acts or the performance of contrary acts under- 
mines and breaks it down.” 


C. THE VIRTUES 


Having once understood the nature of habit, the 
nature of the virtues is also established, for virtues 
are forms of habit disposing us more permanently to 
good actions. For, as was said above, habit is a 
disposition to the better or to the worse. Since 
habit measures the greater or lesser distance of the 
individual from his proper goal and causes him to 
conform more or less to his proper type, a careful 
distinction must be made between an habit disposing ~ 
him to perform an act conforming to his nature, and 
one disposing him to an act in disagreement with his 
nature. The former are good habits, and such are also 
the virtues; the latter are bad habits, and these are. 
vices. To obtain an exact definition of virtue, we 
have to ask the question which are the acts conforming 
to man’s nature; we shall then know also wherein the 
morally good and bad consists and how to distinguish 
between vice and virtue. 

Operations and actions are like the beings that 
perform them: unaquaeque res talem actionem pro- 
ducit, qualis est 1psa; and the excellence of things 
is always measured by the degree of their being. 
Man, then, as a defective and imperfect being, is bound 
to perform incomplete and defective actions, and 


THE HUMAN ACT 249 


therefore good and bad are always combined in them, 
though in variable proportions.2?7. The good in human 
actions may be considered from four points of view. 
In the first place, human action belongs to the genus 
“action,” and as every action is judged by the per- 
fection of the being performing it, there is, apart from 
everything else, in the very substance of any action 
of whatever kind an intrinsic value corresponding to a 
certain degree of excellence and goodness. Secondly, 
actions depend for their goodness on their species, and 
as the species of every action is determined by its 
object, it follows that every action may be called 
good or bad from this new point of view, according as it 
is or is not applied to a suitable object.2* In the third 
place, human actions are good or bad by reason of the 
accompanying circumstances. For in the same way 
as a natural being receives not only the fulness of its 
perfection from its substantial form which places it 
in a certain species, but receives in addition a number 
of accidents, such as in the case of man, his stature, 
his colour and others of the same kind; so in the case 
of actions. An action receives its goodness not only 
from its species, but also from a fairly large number of 
accidents. These accidents are the due circumstances, 
the lack of which suffices to make an action bad.*® 
Lastly, the goodness of an human action depends 
on its end. For, we recalled the fact that the order 
of goodness corresponds to the order of being. Now, 
there are beings which, as such, do not depend on 
others; and, to estimate their operations, it is sufficient 
to consider in itself the being whence the operations 
spring. But there are others whose being, on the 
contrary, depends on some other being; their operations 
can therefore only be judged by taking into account 
the cause whence they depend. We must conse- 
quently take count—and this is the essential point— 
of the relation in which human actions stand to the 
first Cause of all goodness, namely God.*° 

This last point requires to be elaborated. In every 
voluntary action, two different acts must be 
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distinguished, viz. the interior act of the will and the 
external act. Each of these two acts corresponds to 
an object proper to it. The object of the interior 
act of the will is none other than its end, and the object 
of the external act is whatever this act is relevant to. 
But it is clear that of these two acts, one directs the 
other. The external act receives, in fact, its specifica- 
tion from the object which constitutes its point of 
application; the internal act of the will is specified by 
the end, as by its proper object. But whatever in this 
case the will contains, imposes its form on what con- 
stitutes the external act; for the limbs of the body are 
merely the instruments which the will employs in its 
action, and external acts have a moral significance only 
in so far as they are voluntary. Therefore, if we wish 
to reach the highest principle whereby to specify acts 
as good or bad, we must assert that human acts 
formally receive their species from the end to which 
the internal act of the will is directed, and at most 
materially, from the object to which the external act 
is applied.* 

But what is this end to be? Dionysius supplies the 
proper answer to this question. The good of man, 
he says,® is to be in accord with reason; evil, on the 
contrary, is everything contrary to reason. For the 
good of everything is what is suitable to it, given its 
own form; and evil is whatsoever contradicts and 
consequently tends to destroy the order of that form. 
Since therefore the form of man is his rational soul 
itself, it follows that every act in conformity with 
reason is good, and every act which is contrary to 
reason, evil.42 Thus, whenever a human act contains 
something contrary to the order of reason, it falls by 
that very fact into the species of bad actions: as, for 
instance, the action of stealing which consists in 
seizing the goods belonging to another. But it is at 
the same time evident that, if the end or the object of an 
act contains nothing relevant to the order of reason, 
such as when a man picks up a wisp of straw, such an 
act must be pronounced to be morally indifferent.™ 
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If, on the other hand, we consider each of these acts as 
conforming to reason, it will appear such in so far 
as it appears ordered in view of an end and of a series 


of means, which on enquiry reason declares to be good_ 


Thus the various particular good acts performed by 
man, may be defined as the sum total of acts ordered 
with a view to their ends and justifiable by reason. 
Such being the nature of moral good, it is easy to 
understand the nature of virtue: virtue consists 
essentially and originally in a permanent disposition to 
act in conformity with reason. But the complexity 
of the human being forces us at once to complicate 


the conception of the virtue proper to him. For, it is , 


certain that reason is the first principle of all human 
acts, and that all other principles of human acts of 
whatever kind, conform to reason. If therefore man 
were a pure spirit, or if the body with which his soul 
is united were completely subject to him, it would be 
sufficient to see what we have to do in order to do it; 
the thesis of Socrates would be true and there would 
be no virtues but intellectual virtues. But we are 
not pure spirits; nor is it even true, after the original 


fall, that our body is perfectly subject to us. For~ 


man to act well, reason must not only be well disposed 
by the habit of intellectual virtue, but his appetite or 
faculty of desiring must be well disposed by the habit 
of moral virtue. Moral virtue must therefore be 
distinguished from intellectual virtue and be added to 
it; and just as the appetite is the principle of human 
acts in so far as it participates in reason, so moral virtue 
is a human virtue to the extent to which it conforms to 
reason.” It is therefore as absolutely impossible to 
reduce these two orders of virtue to each other as it 
is to isolate one from the other. Moral virtue cannot 
do without all intellectual virtue; for moral virtue 
must determine a good act; but an act presupposes a, 
choice and we saw in studying the structure of the 
human act, that choice presupposes deliberation and 
the judgment of reason. Again, the intellectual 
virtues not directly relevant to action, may be able to 
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do without moral virtues, but not so prudence which is 
bound to result precisely in acts. This intellectual 
virtue does not simply determine what has to be done 
in a general way—for that, it would suffice of itself 
without the help of moral virtues—but it has to descend 
to the details of particular cases. Now, there again, it 
is no longer a pure spirit that has to judge, but a com- 
pound of soul and body. A person in whom concu- 
piscence dominates, considers good whatever he desires, 
even if this judgment contradicts the universal judg- 
ment of reason, and to neutralise this sophistry of the 
passions, man must safeguard himself by moral habits _ 
through which it will become almost co-natural to him 
to judge soundly of his end. 

Among the intellectual virtues four stand out in 
importance: intelligence, knowledge, wisdom, and 
prudence. The first three are purely intellectual and 
are grouped under wisdom, as the lower powers of the 
soul are grouped under the rational soul. For truth 
can either be evident, or known in itself and directly, 
or known indirectly by inference. In so far as it is 
known in itself and directly, the true acts as principle. 
The immediate knowledge of the principles is the first 
habit and the first virtue of the intellect on its first 
contact with sensible experience; it is the first per- 
manent disposition formed and the first perfection 
acquired; intelligence is therefore called the virtue 
which fits the intellect for the knowledge of directly 
evident truths or principles. 

The truths, on the other hand, which are not directly 
evident, but deduced or inferred, depend no longer on 
the intellect, but on reason. Now, reason may tend to 
conclusions which are the final conclusion of a par- 
ticular kind, i.e. provisional conclusions, or they may 
be the absolutely final and highest conclusions of all, 
In the first case, reason is called knowledge; in the 
second, wisdom. And since knowledge is a virtue 
enabling reason to judge sanely of a certain order of 
knowables, there may, nay, there must, be a number 
of different kinds of- knowledge in the human mind. 
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But as wisdom is concerned with the ultimate causes 
and with both the most perfect and the most universal 
object, only one knowable of this kind exists and 
consequently only one wisdom. And this is ultimately 
the reason why these three virtues are distinct not 
by simple juxtaposition, but are ordered hierarchically. 


Knowledge, as the habit of conclusions deduced from™ 


principles, depends on intelligence which is the habit 
of principles. And both knowledge and intelligence 
depend on wisdom which contains and dominates 
them, since it judges both the intelligence and its 
principles, and knowledge and its conclusions: con- 
vententer qudicat et ordinat de omnibus, quia judicium 
perfectum et universale haberi non potest, nisi per 
resolutionem ad primas causas.3" 

Thanks to these three virtues, the possible intellect 
which previously could be compared to a blank tablet, 
acquires a series of progressive determinations which 
enable it to perform the operations of knowledge, 
But up to this point, the intellect can do no more than 
perform this operation; to bring it yet nearer to its 
perfection, a supplementary determination is needed 
to give it the capacity not only to know, but also to 
utilise the virtues which it has acquired. It is not 
enough for man merely to think, he must also live and 
live rightly. Now, to live rightly means to act rightly ; 
and to act rightly he needs to take count not only of 
what he has to do, but also of the manner of doing it. 
It is not enough just to take a decision; what matters 
is, to take a decision reasonably, not by blind impulse 
or passion. The principle of such a deliberation is 
supplied not by the intelligence, but by the end aimed 
at by the will; for in human acts, the end has the same 
function as that fulfilled by the principles in speculative 
knowledge. But to will a suitable end, depends also on 
a virtue, but on a moral, not intellectual virtue. Once 
the end is willed, on the contrary, the consideration 
and choice of means suitable to the end are a matter 


for intellectual virtue. It follows that an intellectual’ 


virtue must exist which enables reason to arrive at a 


sand, 
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suitable determination of means leading to the end in 
view: this virtue is prudence, recta ratio agibilium; and 
this is a virtue necessary for living rightly.** 

The moral virtues impart to the will the same per- 
fections as those conferred by the intellectual virtues 
upon knowledge. Some of these virtues regulate the 
contents and nature of the operations themselves, 
independently of our personal dispositions at the 
moment of acting. Such in particular is justice which 
ensures the moral value and rectitude of all those 
operations which involve ideas of what is or is not due; 
for example, operations of sale and purchase pre- 
suppose the recognition or denial of a debt towards our 
neighbour; they belong therefore to the domain of 
justice. Other moral virtues, on the contrary, concern 
the quality of acts, considered in regard to him who 
performs them; they deal therefore with the internal 
dispositions of the agent at the moment of acting, 
and in a sort, with his passions. Ifthe agent is carried 
away by passion to commit an aet contrary to reason, 
he needs to appeal to the virtue which restrains and 
controls his passions: this is the virtue of temperance. 
If the agent, instead of being carried away by some 
passion, weakens in his action (say, by fear of danger or 
of effort), another moral virtue is required to confirm 
him in the resolutions dictated by his reason: this is 
the virtue of fortitude.*® 

These three moral virtues together with the one 
intellectual virtue of prudence, are usually described as 
“principal” or “cardinal” virtues, for they alone imply 
both the faculty of acting rightly and the performance 
of the good act itself, and consequently they realise 
by themselves perfectly the definition of virtue.*° 

Thus the conception of virtue in its most perfect form 
gradually takes shape: it owes its quality of moral good 
to the rule of reason, and it has as its matter the 
operations or the passions: virtus moralis bonitatem 
habet ex regula rationis.“ And it is due to this also 
that}the intellectual and moral virtues consist in a 
mean between two extremes. The act regulated by 
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moral virtue, conforms to right reason, and reaso 
has the effect of assigning the right mean, equidistan ‘ 
from excess and from deficiency in each particuladl 
case. Sometimes it happens that the right mean 
fixed by reason is also the right mean of the thing 
itself; so it is in the case of justice which regulates 
operations concerned with external acts and has to 
assign to each his due, neither more nor less. Some- 
times, on the contrary, the right mean fixed by reason 
is not that of the thing, but a mean which is such only 
by reference to us. This applies to all the other moral 
' virtues which affect not operations, but our passions. 
Having to consider the internal dispositions which 
differ from man to man, and even in the same person 
at different moments, temperance and fortitude fix 
the just mean, conforming to reason, by reference to 
us and to the passions actuating us. It is the same, 
finally, with the intellectual virtues. Every virtue 
aims at determining a measure and a good. But the 
good of the intellectual virtue is the true, and the 
measure of truth is the thing. Our reason attains to 
truth when whatever reason affirms as existing, does 
exist, and what reason declares not to exist, does not 
exist. It commits an error by excess when it asserts 
the existence of what does not exist; it errs by de- 
ficiency when it denies the existence ‘of what exists ; 

truth therefore is the right mean, determined by the 
thing itself, and this very truth confers on virtue its 
moral excellence.” 

Acts of will dictated by reason, habits, and especially} 
virtuous habits, are the operations by means of which! 
man is able to approximate to his last end and his 
Supreme Good; it remains for us to determine wherein 
this beatitude consists and in what manner man must 
' order his acts to secure the attainment of his ultimate 
goal. 
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Chapter XIV. 


THE LAST END 


SINCE all creatures, even those devoid of intellect, 
are ordered towards God as to their last end, and since 
all things attain to their last end in the measure of 
their participation in His likeness, creatures endowed 
with intelligence cannot but attain to it in a manner 
peculiar to them, namely by the operations proper to 
them as intelligent creatures and with a knowledge of 
their end. It is therefore evident that the last end of 
an intelligent creature is to know God. This con- 
clusion is inevitable and other arguments, equally 
direct, confirm us in the sense of its necessity. We 
shall reach, however, full conviction only when we 
have understood the way in which this last end gathers 
up and organises all the intermediate ends and how all 
particular happiness is nothing but the premiss to this 
beatitude. 

Man, as a being endowed with will and freedom, 
acts always, as explained earlier, with the view to an 
end which imparts to his acts their specific quality; 
which means that his acts arrange themselves under 
diverse species according to the ends which constitute 
both their principles and completion.” But there is no 
doubt that, besides the multiplicity of particular ends, 
a last end of human life, taken in its totality, exists. 
For the ends are ordered and willed for the sake of each 
other; unless therefore a final end existed, we would 
have to regress ad infinitum in the series of ends; 
just as in the series of movers and moved things, if it 
were infinite, nothing would be desired and no action 
could ever be completed. Every action takes its 
starting-point from an end and comes to rest in it: 
the existence of a final end must therefore be neces- 
sarily admitted. It is apparent, moreover, that all 
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that man wills, he wills in view of this last end. The 
last end moves the appetite in the same manner in 
which the first mover moves all other moveable things. 
Now, it is evident that when a secondary thing imparts 
movement, it can do so only inasmuch as it has itself 
been set in motion by the first Mover. In the same 
way, consequently, the secondary ends are desirable 
and move the appetite only in so far as they are ordered 
towards the last end which is the first of all desirable 
objects. Wherein consists this last end? 

A search for the aspects under which men conceive 
it, would discover the most diverse and strange notions. 
Wealth, health, power, etc., all the goods of the body 
in short, haye been considered as constituting the 
Supreme Good and last end. But these are only so 
many palpable errors. For man himself cannot be the 
last end of the universe; he is but a particular being, 
ordered, like all the others, in view of a superior end. 
The satisfaction and preservation of his body therefore 
cannot form the Supreme Good and last end. And 
even if it were conceded that the end of reason and of 
the human will were the preservation of the human 
being, it would not follow therefrom that the last end 
of man consists in some bodily good. For the human 
being is composed of body and soul, and though it is 
true that the being of the body depends on the soul, 
-it is not true that conversely the being of the soul 
depends on the body. On the contrary, the body is 
ordered in view of the soul, as matter is ordered in view 
of the form. In neither case, therefore, could the last 
end of man which is beatitude, be identified with some 
good of the corporeal order.° 

Does it consist in pleasure or some other good of the 
soul? If we mean by “beatitude” not the attainment 
or possession of beatitude—which indeed pertains to 
the soul—but what actually beatitude consists in, it 
must be said that beatitude is none of the goods of the 
soul, but subsists outside of, and infinitely above, the 
soul. Beatitudo est aliquid animae; sed 1d in quo 
consistit beatitudo, est aliquid extra animam.® It is in 
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effect impossible that the last end of man could be his 
soul or anything whatever belonging to it. The soul, 
considered in itself, is only in potency; its knowledge 
and its virtue are in need of being brought from 
potency to act. But, whatever is in potency is 
to its act, as the incomplete is to the complete; potency 
exists only in view of the act. It is therefore clear 
that the human soul exists in view of some other 
thing and that, consequently, it is not its own last end. 
But it is yet far more evident that no good of the 
human soul constitutes the Supreme Good. The 
Good which is the last end can only be a perfect good 
which fully satisfies the appetite. Now, human 
appetite which is the will, tends, as was shown before, to 
the universal good. On the other hand, it is obvious 
that every good inherent in a finite soul such as ours, is, 
by that very fact, but a finite and participated good. 
It is consequently impossible for any of these goods 
to constitute the Supreme Good of man and to become 
his last end. It may be asserted further as a general 
thesis that the beatitude of man cannot consist in any 
created good. It can consist only, as just stated, in a 
perfect good, fully satisfying the appetite—it would 
not, in fact, be the last end, if, once attained, it left 
anything to be desired—and since nothing can fully 
satisfy the human will except the universal good which 
is its proper object, it follows of necessity that every 
created and participated good is incapable of con- 
stituting the Supreme Good and last end. Human 
beatitude consists therefore in God alone,” as in the 
first and universal good and the source of all other goods. 

With this knowledge of what beatitude consists in, 
let us consider what is its essence. The exact meaning 
of the question is this: the term “end” may have two 
senses. It may mean an actual thing which itis desired 
to obtain; thus money is the end pursued by the miser; 
but it may also mean the acquisition or possession or 
finally the enjoyment of what is desired; thus the end 
which the miser seeks is the possession of money. 
These two senses must be carefully kept apart in 
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considering beatitude. We know what it is in the 
first sense, namely, the uncreated Good which we call 
God who alone in His infinite goodness is able to 
satisfy perfectly the will of man. But what beatitude 
consists in, taken in the second sense, is a matter that 
has now to be examined. 

It seems at first sight that, viewed under this aspect, 
beatitude is a created good. Doubtless the cause or 
object of beatitude is, as just established, something 
uncreated. But the essence itself of beatitude, i.e. 
the acquisition and the enjoyment by man of the 
last end, is necessarily something human, and con- 
sequently something created. We may add that this 
something is an operation and an act, since beatitude 
constitutes the highest perfection of man and _per- 
fection implies an act, as potency implies imperfection.® 
Lastly, this operation belongs to the human intellect 
to the exclusion of every other power of the soul. For 
it cannot be claimed that beatitude could be reduced to 
an operation of the sensitive soul; we have shown that 
the very object of beatitude does not consist in bodily 
goods, and these are the only goods which are ac- 
cessible to the sensitive operations of the soul; they 
are consequently completely incapable of conferring 
beatitude.t° It appears, on the other hand, that of the 
intellect and the will, which are the rational part of our 
soul, the intellect is the only power capable of grasping 
directly the object of our beatitude and of our last end. 
For we must distinguish, within beatitude, what 
constitutes the very essence of it, from the delight 
which is certainly always linked with it, but is in the 
last resort only a mere accident of it. In view of this, 
it becomes clear that beatitude cannot consist essen- 
tially in an act of will. For all men desire, it is true, 
their last end, the possession of which represents in 
their eyes the supreme degree of perfection and there- 
fore beatitude; but it is not for the will to apprehend 
any end. The will tends to absent ends when it 
desires them, and to present ends when it delights and 
finds rest in them. But to desire an end would not 
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seem to be the same as apprehending it; it means 
simply moving towards it. And as regards the delight, 
this arises in the will only by reason of the very presence 
of its object. In other words: the will rejoices in an 
object only on condition that it is present, and it 
must not be argued, as if the object became present, 
simply because the will delights in it. The essence 
itself of the beatitude consists accordingly in an act 
of the intellect; only the delight accompanying it, can 
be considered as an act of the will.” 

These arguments all presuppose the principle 
that, if beatitude is attainable by a human operation, 
it could be attained only by the most perfect and 
highest operation. This same principle enables us 
to assert further that beatitude must consist in an 
operation of the speculative intellect rather than of the 
practical intellect. For the most perfect power of the 
intellect is that of which the object is the most perfect, 
viz. the essence of God. Now, this essence is the 
object of the speculative, not of the practical intellect. 
The act constituting beatitude must therefore be of a 
speculative nature, and this amounts to saying that 
this act must consist in contemplation. Still, its object 
remains to be determined. Would this contemplation, 
as the source of beatitude, consist, for example, in 
the study and consideration of the speculative sciences ? 
To reply to this question, we must distinguish between 
two beatitudes accessible to man, the one perfect, the 
other imperfect. The perfect beatitude is that which 
attains to the true essence of beatitude; imperfect 
beatitude does not reach this, but participates, at 
some particular points, in some of the characters 
peculiar to true beatitude. Now, it is certain that 
true beatitude cannot be reduced in its essence to a 
knowledge of the speculative sciences. In our study 
of speculative sciences, the range of our vision cannot 
extend beyond the first principles of the sciences, for 
the whole of every science is virtually contained in the 
principles whence it is deduced. But the principles of 
speculative science are known to us only by means of 
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sensible knowledge; the study of these sciences cannot 
therefore carry our intellect beyond the point to which 
the knowledge of sensible things can advance it. 
All that is needed therefore is to consider whether the 
knowledge of the sensible could constitute the highest 
beatitude of man, ie. his highest perfection. The 
answer is evidently in the negative. The higher cannot 
find its perfection in what is inferior to it as such. The 
lower can contribute to the perfection of the higher 
only in so far as it participates, however inadequately, 
in a reality beyond, and which is even beyond that, 
to the perfection of which it contributes. It is evident, 
for example, that the form of a stone or of any other 
sensible object is inferior to man. If, therefore, in 
sensible knowledge, the form of a stone confers some 
perfection on the human intellect, it does so not in- 
asmuch as it is simply the form of a stone, but in so far 
as this form participates in some reality of a higher 
order than the human intellect: say, the intelligible 
light or something else of that kind. All knowledge 
capable of imparting some perfection to the human 
intellect presupposes therefore an object superior to 
the intellect, and this is eminently true of the abso- 
lutely perfect human knowledge which the beatific 
contemplation would confer on it. Here we gather 
the fruits of the conclusions which we have reached 
earlier concerning the value and range of human 
knowledge. Its proper object is the sensible; the 
human intellect cannot therefore find its beatitude 
and highest perfection in the study of the sensible to 
which the speculative sciences are limited.4 But 
it may find there the imperfect beatitude, the only 
one accessible to us here on earth. Just as the sensible 
forms participate in some resemblance to the higher 
substances, so the study of the speculative sciences is 
a sort of participation in the true and perfect beatitude.” 
For by them our intellect is brought from potency to 
act, even though they cannot bring it to its full and 
ultimate actuality. 

This means that the essential and true beatitude is 
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not of this world; it can only be found in the full view 
of the essence of God. In order to see the truth of this 
conclusion, it is important to keep the following two 
principles in mind. The first is that man is not 
perfectly happy as long as there is something to be 
desired and searched for. The second is that the 
perfection of a power of the soul is always measured 
by the nature of its object. Now, the object of the 
intellect is guod quid est, i.e. the essence of a thing. 
The perfection of the intellect is consequently measured 
by the more or less deep knowledge of the essence of 
its object. If, for instance, a given intellect knows the 
essence of a certain effect without this knowledge 
enabling him to know the essence of its cause, one 
might say that it knows the existence of the cause, 
but not its nature, the an sit, but not the quid est: in 
short, it could not be straightway said that it knows 
the cause. A natural desire therefore subsists in that 
man who knows that the effect has a cause, to know 
what that cause is. This is the source of curiosity 
and of that “wonder” which, according to the Philo- 
sopher, is at the root of all enquiry. Someone seeing 
an eclipse of the sun judges at once that this pheno- 
menon has a cause; but since he is ignorant of the 
cause, he wonders, and because he wonders searches for 
it; and this search will only end when he discovers, 
in its very essence, the cause of the event. Let us 
now recall what the human intellect knows of its 
Creator. We saw that strictly speaking, it knows 
no other essences but those of a few sensible and 
created objects, and that it advances from this know- 
ledge to that of the existence of God, but without ever 
attaining to the essence of the first Cause, in its per- 
fection. Man, therefore, feels the natural desire to 
know fully and to see directly the essence of this cause. 
But he desires beatitude naturally, though he does not, 
qué man and without the light of Revelation, know 
what beatitude is; at least he knows it only to the 
extent to which God can be known by starting from 
sensible things. He will therefore never reach his last 
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end and his highest perfection except by his union 
with God, the only object whose contemplation can 
entirely satisfy the highest powers of his soul and raise 
him to complete perfection. 

This beatitude, transcending man and nature, is, 
however, no adventitious term invented in order to 
harmonise morality with religion; there is, between 
terrestrial beatitude, accessible to us in this life, and 
the celestial beatitude to which we are called, an 
intimate harmony and almost continuity. The last 
end is not the negation of our human ends; on the 
contrary, it gathers them up in sublimating them, and 
conversely our human ends are like so many partial 
imitations and imperfect substitutes of our last end. 
There is not a single thing of those that we desire, the 
desire for which, if interpreted and regulated by 
reason, is not capable of receiving a legitimate meaning. 
We desire in this life health and the goods of the body; 
but health and bodily perfection are in fact conditions 
favourable to the operations of knowledge by which 
we reach the most perfect human happiness. We desire 
in this life external goods, such as wealth; but the 
reason is that it allows us to live and to achieve the 
operations of contemplative as well as active virtue; 
if wealth is not essential to beatitude, it may be at 
least its instrument. We desire here even the company 
of our friends and we are right, for as a matter of 
happiness in this present life, a happy man has need of 
friends; not to make use of them; the wise man suffices 
unto himself; not to derive pleasure from them; the 
wise man finds his perfect pleasure in the exercise of 
virtue: but in order to have the material for the very 
exercise of virtue. His friends serve him as the 
recipients of his benevolence, and for the expansion of 
the perfection of his goodness. Conversely, we said, 
all goods are ordered and sublimated in the celestial 
beatitude. Even seeing God face to face in the 
beatific vision, even when the soul has become like 
some separate intelligence, the beatitude of man is 
not that of a soul wholly separated from its body. 
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This combination we find again even in the glory of 
heaven itself: cum enim naturale sit animae corport 
uniri, non potest esse quod perfectio animae naturalem 
ejus perfectionem excludat. The body before beatitude 
is the minister of the soul and the instrument of such 
inferior operations as smooth our path to it; m 
beatitude, the soul, on the contrary, in rewarding 
its servant, confers upon it incorruptibility and allows 
it to share in its immortal perfection: ex beatitudine 
animae fiet redundantia ad corpus, ut et ipsum sua 
perfectione potiatur.” Re-united with this hitherto 
animal body, now spiritualised by the soul’s glory, 
the soul has no further use for the material goods which 
had been disposed here below for the sake of our animal 
existence; it has no need even of friends other than 
God who comforts it out of His eternity, truth and love. 
Yet perhaps it is not forbidden us to think that the joy 
of heaven is not a solitary joy and that celestial 
beatitude, fulfilled in the vision which the Blessed 
enjoy of their mutual happiness, is further enhanced 
by eternal friendship. Thus the thought of St. 
Thomas prolongs nature into the supernatural, for 
having assigned the description of man as a whole, not 
only of the human soul, to philosophy as its object, it 
outlines the destiny, not of the soul alone, but of the 
whole man. The beatitude of the Christian, as con- 
ceived by St. Thomas, is the beatitude of man in his 
entirety. 
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Chapter XV. 


THE SPIRIT OF THOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY 


WE have so far presented a number of separate ex- 
positions of the most important problems on which 
Thomistic Philosophy touches, and even in thus 
severally discussing these problems, we have en- 
deavoured to indicate the link of continuity of their 
solutions. It may, however, perhaps not be super- 
fluous, on reaching the end of this exposition, to take 
a bird’s-eye view of the ground covered, and to set 
forth, as accurately as possible, the constant element 
in the philosophical attitude of St. Thomas Aquinas. 

Doubtless, the powerfully marked systematic char- 
acter of his teaching will have been noted or at least 
felt; it constitutes a world-system, an all-round 
explanation of the universe, offered from the point of 
view of reason. This systematic quality is the result, 
in the first place, of the woof of Thomistic thought 
being entirely woven of a small number of principles 
which continually intercross, and perhaps of its being 
drawn wholly from different aspects of the same idea, 
the idea of being. Human thought rests satisfied only 
when it succeeds in mastering an existence; yet a 
being never leads our intellect to the mere sterile 
statement of a datum, but, on the contrary, invites 
the intellect to search all around it and spurs on our 
spiritual action by the very multiplicity of the aspects 
discovered in its object. In so far as this being is in- 
distinguishable from itself, it is one, and in this sense 
it can be said that being and oneness are the same 
thing, since no essence can be broken up without losing 
at the same time its being and its unity. But the very 
fact that a being presents itself by definition as in- 
separable from itself, is the basis of the truth which 
can be asserted of it: to assert the true is to assert 


268 


SPIRIT OF THOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY 269 


what is, and to attribute to each thing the very being 
which defines it. The being of the thing therefore 
defines the truth of the thing, and the truth of the 
thing is the foundation of the truth of thought. We 
think truly concerning a thing when we attribute to it 
the being which the thing is; in this way harmony is 
established between our thought and the thing’s 
essence, and the truth of our knowledge rests on this 
harmony, just as the intimate harmony subsisting 
between the thing’s essence and the eternal thought of 
God is the foundation of the truth of the thing outside 
of our own thought. The series of relations of truth 
is therefore but one aspect of the series of relations of 
being. Precisely the same applies to the good. Every 
being is the basis of a truth in so far as knowable; but 
in so far as defined by a certain quantity of perfection, 
and consequently insofar as it 7s, it is desirable and 
presents itself to us as a good; hence the movement 
arising within us to possess it whenever we find our- 
selves in its presence. Thus being itself, without any 
external additions, asserts itself in its unity, its truth 
and its goodness; whatever the relations of identity 
which our thought may assert at any one of the 
moments of synthesis constituting the system, what- 
ever the truth affirmed or the good desired by us: it is 
always to the being that our thought returns as to the 
fixed harmony of being with itself, whether our mind 
assimilates the object by means of knowledge or 
enjoys its perfection by means of the will. 

But being itself is not a conception whose content 
can be defined once and for all and posited a prior; 
there is not only ome manner of being, and these 
diverse manners require statement. The one most 
directly given, is our own, and that of the corporeal 
things in the midst of which we live. Each one of us 
is, but in an incomplete and defective manner; within 
the range of experience directly accessible to us, we 
find only substantial composites, analogous to our- 
selves, forms interlocked with matter by so indissoluble 
a bond that this interlocking itself defines these beings, 
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and that the creative action of God, in positing them, 
results directly in the union of matter and form which 
constitutes them. But, however imperfect a being of 
this kind, it yet possesses perfection to the extent 
to which it possesses being; even here we discover the 
transcendental inseparable relations, which have been 
defined, but we note at the same time that for a reason, 
the deep nature of which is still to be determined, 
these relations are not fixed, settled or defined. Every- 
thing happens, as a matter of experience, as if we had 
to struggle to establish these relations, instead of 
peacefully enjoying them as a good given to us. We 
ave, and we are identical with ourselves; yet not 
completely. A sort of margin separates us from our 
proper definition; none of us realises fully the human 
essence or even the full conception of his own in- 
dividuality; hence, instead of a plain and simple 
manner of being, there is a continual effort to main- 
tain ourselves in being, to preserve and realise our- 
selves. So it is with all the sensible beings which we 
find around us; the world is perpetually labouring 
under forces, agitated by movements and in a con- 
tinual state of becoming, just as man is ceaselessly 
travelling to pass from one state to another state. 
The fact of this universal becoming is formulated in 
the distinction of potency and act, governing all beings 
within our experience; the distinction claims nothing 
more than to formulate this experience. As Aristotle 
who notes the universality of its application together 
with the impossibility of explaining it, so St. Thomas 
uses this distinction more frequently than he explains 
it. For it is a sort of postulate, a formula to be 
concreted in a fact, the acceptance of a property, not 
of being as such this time, but of the mode of a definite 
being presented to us by experience. Every essence, 
not completely realising its definition, is act in so far as 
it realises it, and potency in so far as it does not; it is 
deprivation to the extent to which it suffers under not 
realising it. Inasmuch as the essence is in act, it is 
the active principle releasing the movement towards 


SPIRIT OF THOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY ay1 


realisation; and from the actuality of the form start all 
the efforts of this kind; it is the origin of movement, 
the reason of becoming, it is cause. Here, therefore, 
again, whatever of being is contained in things, is the 
ultimate reason of all natural processes which we 
observe; it is being as such that communicates its 
form as efficient cause, that produces change as 
moving force, that assigns to the change a reason as 
final cause. What is given us are beings, ceaselessly 
moving under the stress of a fundamental need to save 
and to complete themselves. 

Now, it is impossible to reflect upon an experience of 
such a kind without perceiving that it fails to contain 
the sufficient reason of the facts which it presents. 
This world of becoming, in striving to be, these celestial 
spheres seeking themselves perpetually at each suc- 
cessive point of their orbits, these human souls cap- 
turing and assimilating being by their intellect, these 
substantial forms searching without interruption new 
matter in which to realise themselves, do not contain 
within themselves the reason of what they are. If 
such beings contained the explanation of themselves, 
they would lack nothing, or, conversely, they should 
lack nothing in order to explain themselves, but in that 
case they would cease from the movement to find 
themselves, they would rest in the completeness of 
their realised essence, they would cease to be what they 
are. 

We must therefore search for the sufficient reason of 
the universe in a being who 7s wholly what he is, 
outside the world of potency and act and beyond 
becoming. But this being, inferred by thought, 
would manifestly be ot a nature different from the 
being with which we are acquainted, for unless he were 
radically different from the being of our experience, 
there would be no advantage in positing him. The 
world of becoming postulates a principle, exempt 
from becoming and situated entirely outside it. But 
then a new problem presents itself: 1f the being postu- 
lated by reason is radically different from that given 
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to us, how can we know him, in starting from our 
experience, and of what use could he be to explain it? 
We could never either infer or argue from one being 
concerning another unless they both “were” in the 
same sense. And indeed, our thought would never 
suffice to infer him, unless the reality with which we 
are linked, constituted in its hierarchic and analogical 
structure, a sort of ladder leading us up to God. 
Precisely because every operation is the realisation of 
an essence and because every essence is a certain 
quantity of being and perfection, the universe presents 
itself to us as a society of superior and inferior beings 
in which the very definition of each essence places 
each directly into its proper rank within the degrees 
of this hierarchy. The explanation of the operation 
of each individual requires, therefore, not only the 
definition of the individual itself, but further the 
definition of the essence which is defectively embodied 
in it; nor does the species suffice for itself, since the 
individuals representing it are continually striving 
to realise themselves; hence we must either abandon 
the attempt to account for it or look for the sufficient 
reason beyond the species, in a higher degree of per- 
fection. Henceforth the universe appears as essen- 
tially a hierarchy. The philosophical problem consists 
now in setting out its exact arrangement, assigning to 
each class of beingsits true position init. To do so, 
one principle of universal value must never be lost sight 
of: viz. that the more or the less can be estimated and 
classed only in reference to the maximum, the relative 
only by reference to the absolute. Between God, 
who is Being pure and simple, and complete nothingness 
are thus placed pure intelligences, the angels, prope 
Deum, and material forms, prope nihil; between the 
angel and material nature, the human creature is 
inserted, as a frontier and skyline between spirits and 
bodies, so that as the angel diminishes the distance 
separating man from God, so man fills the gap separat- 
ing the angel from matter. There is a correspondence 
between each of these degrees and the mode of operation 
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proper to it, since each being operates according as it is 
in act, and since its degree of actuality is identical 
with its degree of perfection. In this way the ordered 
hierarchy of beings is completed by the ordered 
hierarchy of their operations, the lowest of a superior 
degree always bordering on the highest of the next 
inferior; the principle of continuity thus details and 
determines the principle of perfection. In reality 
these two principles merely express the superior law 
which governs the communication of being. There is 
no being except the Divine Being in whom all creatures 
participate, and the creatures differ from each other 
only by the greater or lesser dignity of the degree of 
participation realised by them. Their perfection 
therefore necessarily measures the distance which 
separates them from God, and they are necessarily 
differentiated by the hierarchical order in which they 
are placed. 

But if this is so, it is this analogy which alone allows 
us to infer a transcendent God, though our intelligence 
only starts from the sensible; it is again this analogy 
that alone allows us to hold that the universe has its 
being from a transcendent God, without being either 
identical with Him or superadded to Him. For the 
very resemblance of the analogue requires explanation 
and is explained only by what the analogue imitates: 
non enim ens de multis aequivoce dicitur, sed per analo- 
giam, et sic oportet fieri reductionem in unum.2 But 
while it possesses enough being from its model to 
require the model as a cause, it possesses it in such a 
manner as to prevent the cause of its being from 
becoming involved in its own. Hence the term 
“being” signifies two different modes of existence 
whether it is applied to God or to the creatures, and 
therefore no problem of addition or subtraction can 
arise on this point. The being of the creatures is but 
an image and an imitation of the Divine being; just 
as reflections flicker round a flame, multiply, decrease 
and vanish without the flame itself being affected, so 
the likenesses freely created by the Divine substance 
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owe all the being they have to this substance, subsist 
only in it, and yet borrow nothing of a mode of being 
per se which is not theirs, and neither add nor detract 
the smallest fraction from it. These two principles 
of analogy and hierarchical order, which make creation 
by a transcendent Creator possible, also enable creature 
and Creator to be kept in relation and to form those 
ties between each other which become the constitutive 
principles of the created essences and the laws of their 
explanation. Whatever the physical side of things 
ultimately may be, it must necessarily be subordinated 
to the metaphysics of essences and quality. If 
creatures are, by reason of their origin, likenesses, 
we must expect analogy to explain the structure of the 
universe, as it explains the creation of them. To give 
an account of the operation of a being, means to show 
that the operation is founded in its essence; and to 
give a sufficient reason of this essence, means to show 
that a certain likeness of the pure act, corresponding 
precisely to what the essence in question is, must find 
a place in our universe. Why lastly is such a likeness 
required by a universe such as ours? Because the 
various likenesses of any one model cannot be essen- 
tially different from each other except in being more 
or less perfect; a closed system of images of an infinite 
being must therefore present real degrees of likeness 
within the limits assigned to the system by the free 
choice of the Creator: the metaphysical explanation 
of a physical phenomenon is always tantamount to 
indicating the place of an essence in a hierarchy. 

In this meaning of a hierarchy it is easy to see the 
influence of the Pseudo-Dionysius on the mind of 
St. Thomas. This influence is incontestable, and 
explains to some extent why the author of the “Summa 
theologica”” has sometimes been classed among the 
disciples of Plotinus. But this thesis can be accepted 
only if its range is exactly defined. The Areopagite 
furnishes the framework of the hierarchy, impresses the 
need of such an hierarchy deeply on the mind, leaves 
the conviction that it is impossible not to consider the 
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universe as a hierarchy; but he leaves the task of 
filling this hierarchy to St. Thomas, and even in 
sketching its degrees, he is unaware of the law which 
governs their order and distribution. Can it further 
be said that the contents of this universal hierarchy is 
conceived by the author of the two “Summae” in a 
Neo-platonic spirit? Even if we grant the exception 
—and that only with many reservations—of the pure 
spirits, it is easy to see that this is not so. The God 
of St. Thomas is in general outline the God of St. 
Augustine, and it is not enough for St. Augustine to 
have been influenced by Neo-platonism for his God 
to be identical with that of Plotinus. Between the 
Plotinian speculation and the theology of the Fathers, 
Jehovah is interposed, a personal God, acting by 
intelligence and will, who freely creates outside Himself 
the real world chosen by His wisdom from among an 
infinity of possible worlds. Between this freely 
created world and its Creator lies an impassable gulf 
and no other continuity but that of order. Strictly 
speaking, the world is an ordered discontinuity. 
How is it possible not to see that here we are at the 
very antipodes of Neo-platonic philosophy? To make 
St. Thomas into a Plotinian or even a Plotiniser, is to 
confuse him with the disciples of Averroes and Avicenna, 
that is, with the adversaries whom he fought against 
with all his energy. 

The distance between the two philosophies is no 
less striking, when we pass from God toman. We said 
that the God of St. Thomas is not the God of Plotinus, 
but the Christian God of St. Augustine; we can add 
that the man of St. Thomas is the man not of Plotinus, 
but of Aristotle. The opposition is particularly 
marked as far as the central problem is concerned, viz. 
the relation of body and soul and the theory of know- 
ledge resulting therefrom. On the one side, the 
assertion of an extreme independence and almost com- 
plete aseity of the soul, with Platonic reminiscence, and 
even a momentary return to the One in ecstatic union ; 
on the other, the very emphatic assertion of the physical 
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nature of the soul and most watchful care to close all 
approaches to a direct intuition of the intelligible, 
leaving open only the path of sensible knowledge. 
Platonism places mysticism on the line of a natural 
prolongation of human knowledge; in the Thomistic 
philosophy mysticism is added to and co-ordinated 
with natural knowledge, but without continuing it. 
All that we know of God is contained in what our 
reason learns by reflecting on the data of sense; if a 
Neo-platonic doctrine of knowledge is to be found in 
the Middle Ages, it has to be sought elsewhere than in 
the system of St. Thomas. 

This is to be seen still more clearly, if leaving aside 
the consideration of this particular problem, the 
Thomistic hierarchy of the universe is examined 
directly and in itself. We have said much about God 
and creative virtue, of the angels and their functions, 
about man and his operations. But, in the successive 
consideration of the universality of creatures endowed 
with intellect, and of the first Intelligence itself, the 
nature as well as the range of the knowledge which it 
has been given us to acquire, have varied considerably 
according to the greater or lesser perfection of the 
reality which was its object. Anyone wishing to get 
a clear grasp of the spirit of Thomistic Philosophy, 
must therefore, after running his eye over the ladder 
of being, proceed to a revision of the values which 
class each order of knowledge in its appropriate 
rank. 

What is knowing? It means the apprehension of 
an essence, and there is no other knowledge but this. 
But it is at once clear that we are ruthlessly debarred 
from every knowledge, in the strict sense of the term, 
of the higher degrees of the universal hierarchy. Of 
God and even of the pure intelligences we know that 
they exist, but not what they are. There is further no 
doubt that the sense of this deficiency of our knowledge 
of God leaves us with a burning desire for a higher and 
fuller knowledge. It remains nonetheless true that, 
if knowing consists in grasping the essence of the 
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object known, God, the angels and, in a general way, 
everything pertaining to the order of the purely in- 
telligible, escape by definition the grasp of our in- 
tellect. This is the reason why we have to substitute 
for the lacking intuition of the Divine essence a 
number of concepts which, in their combination, 
imitate, though confusedly, what would be a true idea 
of the Divine being. After gathering together all that 
we have been able to assert concerning this object, all 
that we obtain is a collection of negations or analogies: 
nothing more. 

Where then is human knowledge, so to say, at 
home and dealing with its proper object? Only at 
the point where it comes into contact with the sensible. 
There reason feels on its own ground, though even 
here it is unable to penetrate entirely to reality, since 
the individual as such eludes its hold owing to the 
matter which it presupposes. Whether describing 
man, i.e. the human compound, animal and its opera- 
tions, the celestial bodies and their virtues, mixed 
substances or the elements, rational knowledge con- 
tinues to be proportionate to the various orders of the 
objects explored; but its content, though incomplete, 
is at least a truly positive content. And yet Thomism 
in its profoundest and most original aspects is not an 
effort to extend natural science or to establish it on a 
more solid foundation. Though identifying the object 
proper to the human intellect with the sensible, St. 
Thomas does not consider its study as the highest 
function of our faculty of knowledge. Though the 
proper object of the intellect be the sensible, its proper 
function is to disengage the intelligible from the 
sensible?; out of the particular object, illuminated by 
its light, it draws the universal, thanks to that 
Divine resemblance which is naturally impressed on it 
as the mark of its origin; in the proper and emphatic 
sense of the term, it is born and made for the universal. 
Hence the effort towards that object which yet remains 
for it most strictly inaccessible: the Divine essence. 
Here reason knows least, but even the humblest truth 
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that it does know, exceeds in dignity and price all 
other certitudes. 

If we wish, therefore, to find the true sense of 
Thomism, we must penetrate beyond the philosophical 
theses which in their close texture constitute its 
teaching, to the spirit and the very soul of St. Thomas. 
Yet let us beware of a mistake: it would be a will- 
o’-the-wisp to search behind the system, as has some- 
times been suggested, for an interior life, in its essence 
specifically different from the system itself. It must 
not be thought that the wise ordering of the “Summa 
theologica” and the steady progress of reason adding 
stone after stone to this immense edifice, are in the case 
of St. Thomas merely the product of a superficial 
activity, beneath which a richer, deeper, more religious 
life freely pulsates. Not that the elevation or depth 
of his mystical life could be called in question; for 
ecstacies or mystical rapture and the beatific vision 
itself are the supreme completion of this same in- 
tellectual activity, both nurse and nurseling of that 
love for which Philosophy and speculative Theology 
only prepare the way. The interior life of St. Thomas, 
as far as the secret of so powerful a personality can be 
revealed to us, has therefore been precisely as it should 
be, to find expression in his teaching. Nothing could 
be more earnestly sought or be inspired by a more 
burning will than these proofs fashioned of ideas 
so exactly defined, wrought in formulas of such 
perfect precision, marshalled in a development so 
minutely balanced. Such mastery of expression and 
of the organisation of philosophical ideas cannot be 
achieved without a full surrender of oneself; the 
“Summa theologica” with its abstract limpidness 
and impersonal transparency 7s the interior life of St. 
Thomas itself, crystallised under our eyes and, as it 
were, fixed for eternity. The best means for the re- 
evocation of its deepest and most intense elements, 
is to re-order, in the same order which he himself 
imposed, the elements, so diverse, of this immense 
structure, to study its internal framework, to re-kindle 
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in us the sense of its necessity; nothing but such a will 
to understand, awakened in us by that of the thinker 
himself, will allow us to feel that this light is the glow 
of an ardour kept under restraint, and to find beneath 
the ordered ideas the powerful effort which fused 
them together. 

And only then the Thomistic philosophy appears in 
its full beauty. It appeals by the force of sheer ideas, 
by the faith in the value of proofs and the self-abnega- 
tion before the demands of reason. This aspect of 
his teaching will strike those whom the unquestionable 
difficulties of a first initiation prevent from realising it, 
perhaps more forcibly, if they bear in mind what the 
religious mind of St. Thomas was. If it were true that 
the teaching of St. Thomas is animated by a spirit 
different from that which inspired his religious life, 
the difference ought to be visible, if the manner in 
which he prayed is compared with that in which he 
thought. But study the prayers of St. Thomas 
which have been preserved, and the religious value of 
which is so deep that the Church has inserted them 
into her Breviary: it will be found without difficulty 
that their fervour is neither in emotional exaltation, 
nor in impassionate exclamations, nor in that taste for 
spiritual delight characteristic of other forms of 
praying. The fervour of St. Thomas finds expression 
wholly in his will to ask of God all that he ought to ask 
of Him, as he ought to ask it of Him. There is a true 
fervour, deep, sensitive, in the rhythmic balance and 
the assonance of the words despite their austere 
precision; but the fervour of a spirituality which in its 
movements is governed by the order and very rhythm 
of the thought: Precor ut haec sancta Communio non 
sit mihi reatus ad poenam sed intercessio salutaris ad 
veniam. Sit miht armatura fidei, et scutum bonae 
voluntatis. Sit vitiorum meorum evacuatio, concu- 
piscentiae et libidinis exterminatio, caritatis et patien- 
tiae, humilitatis et obedientiae, omniumque virtutum 
augmentatio; contra insidias inimicorum omnium tam 
visibiium quam invisibilium firma defensio; motuum 
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meorum tam carnalium quam spiritualium perfecta 
quietatio; in te uno ac vero Deo firma adhaesio, atque 
jinis mei felix consummatio. This spirituality desires 
not so much to receive satisfaction as light; the rhythm 
of the phrase and the sonorousness of the words alter 
in no way the order of the ideas; yet no one of any 
sensitiveness of taste can fail to perceive behind the 
cadence of the words an religious emotion and almost 
a poem. 

For by virtue of that very reason which he served 
with so ardent a love, St. Thomas has become a poet, 
and, if we may believe an unbiassed judge, the greatest 
poet of the Latin tongue of the whole Middle Ages. 
It is noteworthy that the great beauty of the works 
attributed to this poet of the Eucharist, results almost 
entirely from the incomparable accuracy and closely 
packed thought of the words that he uses; the “Ecce 
panis angelorum” or the “Adoro te devote, latens 
deitas quae sub his figuris vere latitas,’”’ which have 
been food for the worship of so many faithful for 
centuries, are truly concentrated theological treatises. 
But nothing is perhaps more characteristic of Thomistic 
poetry than that ‘“Pange lingua” which inspired 
Rémy de Gourmont to lines of as pure a style as those 
which they describe: “St. Thomas d’Aquin est toujours 
d’un égal génie et son génie est fait surtout de force 
et de certitude, de sécurité et de précision. Tout ce 
qu'il veut dire, il l’affirme, et avec une telle sonorité 
verbale que le doute, apeuré, fuit.’® 


“ Pange lingua gloriosi | corporis mysterium 
Sanguinisque pretiosi | quem in mundi pretium 
Fructus ventris generosi | Rex effudit gentium. 
Nobis datus, nobis natus | ex intacta Virgine 
Et in mundo conversatus, | sparso verbi semine 
Sui moras incolatus | miro clausit ordine. .. .” 


We thus pass from the philosophy of St. Thomas to 
his prayer, and from his prayer to his poetry without 
any sense of change in the order of ideas. For there 
isno change. His philosophy is as rich in beauty as his 
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poetry is heavy with thought; we may say of the 
“Summa theologica” no less than of the “Pange 
lingua” that St. Thomas is always equal in genius, a 
genius of force and certitude, of firmness and precision. 
All he wishes to say, he affirms, with such decisiveness of 
thought that as long as he keeps our mind fixed upon 
its object, “doubt, affrighted, flies.” 

Never perhaps has a more exacting intellect responded 
to the call of so religious a heart. St. Thomas con- 
ceives man as eminently apt for the knowledge of 
phenomena, but does not hold that the most adequate 
human knowledge is also the most useful or the highest 
to which we can lay claim. He places man’s reason 
into the sensible as in its proper domain, but while 
considering it fitted for the exploration and conquest 
of that domain, he urges it to turn its glance rather to 
another which is no longer merely the domain of 
man but that of the children of God. Such is the 
thought of St. Thomas. If it be admitted that a 
philosophy should be estimated not by the elements it 
borrows, but by the spirit which animates it, we shall 
not see in his teaching either Plotinianism or Aristo- 
telianism, but above all Christianity. His thought 
has tried to express in rational language the whole 
destiny of the Christian, but, in reminding him often 
that he has in this life to follow a path of exile with- 
out light or horizon, he has never ceased to direct 
his steps towards those heights whence he can descry, 
rising out of the haze of the distance, the confines of 
the Promised Land. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER XV. 


“"Necesse est igitur omnia quae diversificantur secundum 
diversam participationem essendi, ut sint perfectius vel 
minus perfecte, causari ab uno primo ente quod perfec- 
tissime est’’ (Sum. theol., I. 44, 1, ad Resp.). 


2Cont. Gent., Ll. 15. 


3. ‘‘Contemplatio humana secundum statum praesentis vitae 


non potest esse absque phantasmatibus ..., sed tamen 
intellectualis cognitio non consistit in ipsis phantasmatibus, 
sed in eis contemplatur puritatem intelligibilis veritatis’’; 
Sum. theol., Ilallae, 180, 5, ad 1™. Cf. De Verit., XIII. 3, 
ad Resp.: “‘intellectus qui summam cognitionis tenet, 
proprie immaterialium est.” 


. It is interesting to compare with this prayer of St. Thomas 


that of St. Bonaventure which follows upon it in the Breviary 
and forms a remarkable contrast to it. 


. R. de Gourmont, Le latin mystique, Paris, Crés, 1913, p. 


274-275. All the texts bearing upon the spiritual life of 
St. Thomas are collected in the work of Fr. Sertillanges, 
Priéres de saint Thomas d’Aquin, L’art catholique, Paris, 
1920, 
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